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be entitled to sheae in future prodita. ; - 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We betieve that the Lord Chancellor has already called together 
the Rule Committee of Judges to consider the representation 


_| made by the Incorporated Law Society with respect to the recent 
|| order as to taxation of costs, and that very many, if not all, the 


suggested amendments, especially those with regard to an appeal 
from the taxing master, under rule 5a, and the mode of reckoning 


|| the one-sixth disallowed from a bill of costs, under ruie 5b, will 


be conceded. 





Mr. Wii11am Frepertck Baxen, solicitor (of the firm of Law- ' 
nance, Baker, & Watpron), of 14, Old Jewry-chambers, has been 
appointed a Taxing Master in Chancery, in succession to Mr. 
Cuartes Fiercuer Sxinow, resigned. Mr. Baxer was admitted a 
solicitor in 1867. 





Tne Lanp Transren Brit passed through Committce in the 
House of Lords on the 31st ult., with certain amendments, in- 
cluding a provision enabling the Queen, by Order in Council, to 
suspend from time to time the operation of an Order in Council 
for compulsory registration in any particular land district. It is 
stated that the Duke of Bravrorr has given notice that on the 
motion for the third reading of the Bill he will move that it be 
read a third time that day three months. 





WE necerve, too late for publication this week, a copy of the 
letter to their Parliamentary representatives on the Land Transfer 
Bill which the solicitors of Manchester have signed, and which we 
are informed has been adopted by the solicitors in the outlying 
towns near Manchester. We believe that the movement instituted 
by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society is progressing 
satisfactorily both in London and the provinces. 





Mr. Justice Kexewicn, having practically disposed of such of 
the actions before him as were ready for hearing, and the trans- 
ferred actions being announced as not to be heard before next 
sittings, has for several days this week been assisting Mr. Justice 
Srrnuine by taking a batch of adjourned summonses. This class 
of business appears to have caused of late something like an 
obstruction in the court of Mr. Justice Sriatixe, to which it is 
hoped this assistance will afford some relief. 





Turre appears to have arisen a degree of laxity with respect 
to carrying in papers for the use of the judge on the hearing of 
short causes, and accordingly a notice is posted up in some of the 
courts of the Chancery Division calling attention to the subject. 


| This notice, although so posted, does not, on the face of it, 


appear to be official, and we do not print it; but in effect it 
repeats the notice to be found in small print at the foot of the 
sittings paper, which is as follows :—‘‘ Any cause intended to be 
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heard as a short cause must be so marked in the cause book at least 
one clear day before the same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers must be left in court with the 
judge’s officer one clear day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 





We conress we are not sorry that even the modified proposal, 
substituted at the meeting of the Law Association for the original 
motion with regard to amalgamation with the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, was lost. There was no doubt much to be said in 
favour of the amendment ; it would be reasonable to consider whether 
economy, and perhaps efficiency, might not be promoted by com- 
bining the institutions; but, on the other hand, the opinion of 
the members of the Law Association, so far as expressed by the 
circulars returned, was very decidedly against the amalgamation, 
snd it is questionable whether an amalgamation against the wish 
of a considerable section of the members would be very advan- 
tageous to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. It is, we think, 
better to allow the matter to rest until opinion has come round to 
eomething more nearly approaching unanimity, and we hope that 
the result of the discussion may be a determination on the part of 
the members of the Law Association to use every effort to obtain 
increased support for that valuable institution. 





Ir arrears from a paper containing the conditions of con- 
tract proposed to be entered into for ‘‘ preparing, printing, and 
publishing the London Gazette,” that a change is contem- 
plated in the regulations as to the insertion in that journal 
of notices of dissolution of partnerships. Hitherto we believe 
that such notices, signed by the partners named, have been 
received by the office and inserted in the Gazette on the 
authority of a London solicitor. But now we find it provided by 
the ‘‘ Regulations for the guidance of the contractor,” in the 
echedule to the conditions, that ‘‘ Notices of dissolutions of partner- 
ships shall not be inserted unless signed by the partners named 
therein or by their legal representatives; and the signature or 
representative character of the signatory must be verified by 
statutory declaration made by a solicitor of the Supreme Court” ; 
and, further, that ‘A notice of dissolution of partnership not 
rigned by all the partners or their legal representatives must be 
accompanied by a statutory declaration made by a solicitor of the 
Supreme Court, to the effect that such notice is given in pursuance 
of the terms of the partnership to which it relates.” We do not 
suppose that solicitors will complain of the requirement of a 
statutory declaration ; certainly commissioners will not, but we 
think that the public are likely to do so. But we would ask 
whether the new reguletion is dictated by some notion that 
London solicitors are not to be trusted? If so, how is it that 
a solicitor is to be trusted to make a declaration that, in the second 
case, the notice is given ‘in pursuance of the terms of the 
partnership to which it relates.” It is obvious that in many cases 
all a solicitor can state in his declaration is that, to the best of his 
belief, the notice is given in pursuance of the terms of the part- 
nership ; whether a notice of dissolution—say on the expulsion of 
a partner—is given in pursuance of the terms of the partnership is 
a question of fact, depending on whether the partner is properly 
expelled. 





Ir 18, oF coursk, possible that the Bishop of Lonvon will take 
the advice of Mr. Justice Manisty, and acquiesce in the decision 
recently given against him ; but, considering the discordant nature 
of the judgments, he will not act like an ordinary litigant if he 
abstains from carrying his case to a higher court. Section 9 of the 
Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874, requires a bishop, upon a 
representation of irregularities being made to him, to put the 
matter in course for trial, unless he ‘‘shall be of opinion, after 
considering the whole circumstances of the case, that proceedings 
should not be taken on the representation, in which case he shall 
state in writing the reason for his opinion.” Unfortunately the 
Legislature did not follow this up, as it well might have done, by 
stating in what way, if any, the reasons thus assigned were to be 
subject to review, and the question is whether this omission can be 
supplied by the courts. Mr. Baron Pot1ock was willing to leave 
the whole responsibility on the Bishop, and declined to add any- 











thing to the words of the statute. But it seems to us that his 
judgment took no notice of certain considerations which cannot 
well be neglected. The discretion vested in the Bishop is not 
absolute in the ordinary sense, so as to be out of reach of a writ 
of mandamus; it can only be exercised for assigned reasons, and 
the check thus put upon it would be nugatory if the reasons were 
not subject to review. In the present case it was assigned as one 
of these reasons that the matter had already been practically 
decided in the Exeter case—Phillpotts v. Boyds (L. R. 6 P. C. 
435); but, as a matter of fact, this is a mistake, as there are 
fundamental differences between the two cases. To allow, therefore, 
that the Bishop’s reasons were not subject to review would have 
been to prevent bond fide litigation brought to decide an unsettled 
point of ecclesiastical law. It is not necessary to go as far as the 
Lord Chief Justice, and to say that the Bishop’s reasons are so bad 
as to be no reasons at all. This is inaccurate, and the language is 
hardly suitable for one dignitary to hold towards another. The 
true ground was taken by Mr. Justice Manisty when he placed 
the iesuing of the high prerogative writ of mandamus upon the 
principle of Magna Charta, that the Crown is bound neither to 
deny justice to anyone nor to delay anybody in obtaining justice. 
Hed the Legislature laid no duty upon the Bishop to give 
reasons, his discretion would have been absolute, and no court 
could have interfered with it; but since it has required the 
reasons, and yet has provided no machinery to secure that they 
shall be proper ones, it is not an unreasonable occasion for the 
interference of the Crown in pursuance of its general duty to 
secure justice. The Lord Chief Justice did not add to the weight 
of his judgment by the remarks with which he concluded it. 
For him to assert his own liking for the crucifix, and draw atten- 
tion to the fact that, nevertheless, his decision was against the 
Bishop, was either a perfectly unnecessary statement that he 
merely did his duty or a hint that judges less high minded might 
allow themselves to be swayed by their own private feelings. 
This would be an insinuation which the bench has not deserved 
at Lord CoLertpGe’s hands. 





Tue JupGMents of the Master of the Rolls are always entitled to 
the greatest respect, and, in arriving at results most conformable to 
common sense and common usage, he makes short work with the 
technicalities of the law. But there are certain accepted prin- 
ciples by which lawyeis work which cannot be disturbed without 
the gravest inconvenience, and not the least important is the rule 
that the words of a legal document shall be allowed to speak for 
themselves. The way in which Lord Esuexr violated this prin- 
ciple in his judgment in Leighton v. Hughes, the case of the 
Chantrey bequest, is probably unparalleled, and we are convinced 
that he would have been the first to protest had such a course 
been adopted by anyone else. The appeal was from a judgment of 
Mr. Justice Norra, who had produced the most convincing reasons 
why the Council of the Royal Academy were not authorized by 
the will of Sir Francis Caantrey to employ the funds at their 
disposal in the purchase of mere designs for sculpture before these 
had been transformed into finished and permanent works of art. 
The question turned not only on the direction in the will that no 
commissions or orders were to be given for the execution of works 
afterwards to be purchased, though this is pretty conclusive; but 
also on the scheme according to which the Council of the Academy 
were to approve of each purchase. Upon the construction con- 
tended for, this must have been done twice, once when the design 
was first selected, and again when the finished sculpture was pre- 
sented for approval. But of such double vote the will contained 
no hint. The selection of each work of art was to be made by 
the council, and after each purchase the names of the members 
sanctioning or opposing it were to be entered in a book. This 
clearly did not contemplate two occasions, a preliminary and a 
final one, when the opinion of the council was to be ascertained. 
Moreover, no one knew better than Sir Francis Cuanrrey 
himself the ordinary course of work in a sculptor’s studio, 
and he might well have provided for the selection of 
mere designs had he felt so inclined. A)l these reasons 
and more were contained in the judgment of Mr. Justice Nortu, 
but a more favourable hearing was hoped for in the Court 
of Appeal. Obviously the will was to be construed accord- 
ing to the ordinary rules of construction, and the fact that the 
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Council of the Royal Academy wanted a particular meaning to be 
given to it, while neither the trustees nor the Attorney-General 
opposed, should have put the court specially upon its guard to 
insure that no violence was done to its provisions. But, instead of 
this, the Master of the Rolls, assuming that Sir Francis Coanrrey’s 
design was to promote sculpture in preference to painting, and, 
further, that sculpture could only be effectively promoted if the 
council were at liberty to select unfinished designs, resolved by 
hook or by crook to get such a meaning out of the will as would 
allow of this being done. Accordingly he stated it to be the duty 
of the court to use the most artful skill in putting a construction on 
the testator’s words ‘‘ which would not defeat what everyone who 
understood art must know was the object of the testator”; aod 
elsewhere, that the court must be astute so to construe the 
language as to carry out ‘‘ what must have been the testator’s iv- 
tention.” It is to be observed that nothing is said here as to any 
actual intention of the testator except so far as he had the general 
design of promoting the art of sculpture; but the particular means 
by which this is to be done are to be taken, not from the testator’s 
language, but out of the judge’s own ideas on the advancement of 
the art. We should suggest, on the other hand, that it is the 
business of the court to ascertain the exact meaning of the words 
used by the testator, and that it is immaterial whether the result 
will carry out more or less successfully his presumed intention. 
There are, indeed, sundry artificial rules of construction which 
frequently defeat a testator’s object, and the court may be as astute 
as it likes in getting over these, but astuteness is altogether out of 
place when it is wanted for the purpose of placing a construction 
upon words, convenient enough for the parties concerned, but 
which the words themselves will not fairly bear. As to the actual 
way in which Lord Esuer exercised his astuteness, it will be suf- 
ficient to refer to the distinction he drew between words in the 
will, probably introduced by the draftsman, and those presumed to 
have been contained in the instructions of Sir Francis Cuantarey. 
The only legitimate outcome of such a process is to admit original 
instructions to probate with the will itself; this would be certainly 
more satisfactory than guessing at their contents. Fortunately 
Cotron and Fry, L.JJ., were not tempted out of the beaten paths, 
but had either of them followed the Master of the Rolls a precedent 
of the most dangerous tendencies would have been established. 





In tHE case of Eland vy. Medland (ante, p. 336) Mr. Justice 
Norrn decided that he had no jurisdiction to allow trustees 
their costs out of the trust estate, on the ground that all the bene- 
ficiaries were not before the court. An originating summons had 
been taken out under R. 8. C., ord. 55, r. 3 (7), for the determina- 
tion of a question arising in the administration of the trust, and 
under rule 5 A (a) it had been duly served on one of the persons 
whose interests were sought to be affected. To say that, under 
those circumstances, the trustees cannot be allowed their costs, is 
to put pressure upon them to briug all the beneficiaries before the 
court, and so to greatly increase the expense of the proceedings. 
The Court of Appeal have now had the case before them, and have 
(as reported elsewhere) adopted a different view. The proper pro- 
cedure having been tuken under order 55, and everything having 
been done in obedience to the rules, there was no reason why the 
general jurisdiction as to costs conferred upon the judge by ord. 
65, r. 1, should not apply, especially as the right of a trustee, 
who has not unreasonably instituted any proceedings, to costs out 
of the trust estate is thereby directly sanctioned. This decision 
will greatly facilitate the inexpensive settling of questions arising 
in the administration of trusts. 








Sir Arnold William White having consented to preside at the 
twenty-ninth anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association on Thursday, the 27th inst., there will, we trust, be a 
large number of supporters present on that occasion. The annual 
“S$. B. A. Dinner’? has now become a popular gathering of 
members of the profession, who meet in a social way, but with the 
common object of promoting the welfare of their distressed brethren. 
Application for tickets, &c., should be made to the secretary. 


The Commissioners for Oaths Bill was read a third time in the House of 
Commons on the 30th ult. 





—— 


A MEASURE FOR EMBARRASSING AND INCREAS- 
ING THE COSTS OF THE TRANSFER OF LAND. 


Ir is odd that a Government which, in successive Queen’s Speeche-, 
has announced the introduction of a measure for ‘‘ cheapening the 
transfer of land,” should be now engaged in carrying through a 
Bill the effect of which will be to increase the cost of, and to 
occasion serious difficulty in, the transfer of land. The Cus- 
toms and Inland Revenue Bill, which has passed through the 
House of Commons, contains a clause, to which, so far as we know, 
no attention has been directed in Parliament, but which seems 
likely to create the most serious difficulty in many cases in making 
a binding contract for sale of land. It is very unfortunate that the 
matter should have escaped notice, because the House of Lords has 
no power to alter the money Bill, and unless prompt action is 
taken, in the way of representation to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, the clause will become law as a matter of course. 

, _ provision to which we refer is clause 18, which runs as 
‘ollows :— 


18. Certain contracts to be chargeable as conveyances on sile.j (1.) 
Every instrument containing a contract, whether executed or execu- 
tory, for the sale or purchase of any property, save such as passes by 
delivery, or must be conveyed by Sool, shall, so far as relates to 
stamp duty thereon, be deemed to be a conveyance on sale of such 
property; provided that the ad valorem dut id upon any instru- 
ment in respect of any executory contract s be returned by the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue, if within twelve months from 
the date of the first execution of the instrument, the executory 
contract shall have been rescinded, or shall have become null and 
void by reason of any notice given according to the terms of the in- 
strument, or the default of any party thereto to perform any condition 
precedent specified in the instrument, and declared to be essential to 
the completion of the contract. 

(2.) Any instrument made subsequently to the instrument contain- 
ing the contract for the purpose of vesting in the purchaser the 
property contracted to be sold shall not be charged with any higher 

uty than ten shillings. 


As we read this clause, it provides that every agreement for sale 
of property is, for the purposes of the Stamp Act, 1870, to be 
deemed to be a conveyance on sale of such property, unless the 
property comprised in the agreement is either (1) transferable by 

elivery, or (2) such as can be conveyed by deed only. The first 
exception is probably not likely to give rise to much difficulty, but 
the second appears certain to occasion in many cases the utmost 
perplexity. It makes the question, whether the ad valorem stamp 
is to be impressed on the contract or on the conveyance, depend on 
whether the property sold is or is not capable of being transferred 
without a deed. Ifa deed is not necessary for the transfer, the 
stamp must be on the contract; if a deed is necessary, the stamp 
must, under the provisions of the Stamp Act, 1870, be on the 
conveyance. 

It is not necessary for our present purpose to enumerate the 
various kinds of property which may be transferred without 
deed; it is sufficient to say that there is one large class of 
pro for the transfer of which a deed is not necessary—viz., 
equitable interests in land. All that is necessary in the case of 
these interests (except an equitable estate tail; but probably not 
excepting an equitable chattel interest in Jand, notwithstanding 
8 & 9 Vict. c. 106, s. 3, which, it is considered, relates only to 
the a interest) is that there should be a writing duly signed in 
accordance with section 9 of the Statute of Frauds. Of course, 
as a matter of fact, equitable interests in land are ordinarily con- 
veyed in the same manner as legal interests, so that there can be 
no allegation that the revenue has been defrauded in this respect. 

A portion of the perplexity to which we have referred will arise 
in this way. No purchaser who enters into a contract for the pur- 
chase of land can ever be sure that the legal estate isin the vendor ; 
in many cases the question whether it is or is not outstanding 
depends on the construction of a series of complicated transactions 
or of the terms of an obscure devise in a will. In many cases 
the vendor’s solicitor himself, and sometimes even the most 
learned conveyancing counsel, would be unable to say, at the 
time the contract was entered into, whether the legal 
estate is or is not in the vendor. In these cases it 
is ueual to insert in the contract a provision that if the legal 


bees is outstanding it shall be traced and got in by, and at the 


expense of, the purchaser: the contract is, then, in effect, 
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thst, if the vendor has the legal estate, he will convey it to the 
purchaser, and that, if the vendor has not the legal estate, he will 
convey the whole equitable interest to the purchaser, so as to 
enable the Jatter to call for the legal estate. In the first alterna- 
tive the contract is one which cannot be carried into effect without 
a deed ; the contract must, therefore, bear a 6d. stamp, and the 
conveyance the ad valorem stamp. In the second alternative the 
contract need not be carried out by deed, and it must, therefore, 
according to the new provision, bear the ad valorem stamp, while 
the conveyance must bear a 10s. stamp. So that, suppose the 
purchaser’s solicitor has his part of the contract stamped with 
the full ad valorem duty, and it sfterwards turns out that the 
vendor has the legal estate, then the conveyance and not the con- 
tract is the instrument to be stamped, and he will apparently be 
unable to give the conveyance in evidence until he has had it 
stamped with the ad valorem duty. It appears to us that if the 
new provision becomes law, no purchaser of land under a contract 
containing the usual provision as to outstanding legal estates can 
be sure that his contract or conveyance will be properly stamped. 

But supposing we are wrong in considering that purchaser of land 
who has his contract stamped as a conveyance will not be safe, and 
supposing that by producing both contract and conveyance stamped 
according to the new provision, he can have the latter admitted in 
evidence, let our readers consider the inconvenience which will arise 
from the payment of the full ad valorem conveyance duty on a con- 
tract which may never be carried out. There isa curiously limited 
power of obtaining return of the duty within twelve months from 
the date of the contrat, but anyone who has any experience of 
Somerset House will know the difficulty which will be experienced 
in obtaining repayment. It must be remembered, moreover, that 
the cases in which the difficulties will arise are just those in which 
the investigation of title, and litigation connected therewith, may 
last longer then a year. 

There are, however, other serious difficulties likely to arise if 
the clause becomes law. Wherever a contract for sale of land has 
been stamped with the ad valorem duty, it will apparently be 
necessary that it should be preserved with the title deeds, and 
produced on any future dealing with the property. The 10s. 
stamp provided for on the conveyonce is not a denoting stamp, and 
will be no evidence that the contract was properly stamped. Of 
course, unless the contract was properly stamped, the 10s. stamp 
on the conveyance will be insufficient. We need not point out in 
detail the inconvenience which will result from the necessity for 
preserving and producing contracts for sale. What will solicitors 
say to having to produce, twenty years after a sale by auction, 
the agreement signed by the purchaser on the back of the condi- 
tions of sale, and bearing, say, a £50 stamp? It will be 
remembered that, since the Customs and Inland Revenue Act of 
last year, a vendor cannot protect himself from the liability to 
_— a properly stamped document dated subsequently to that 

ct. 

Again, in the case of a sale by auction, it will be practically 
impossible to write the contract on stamped paper; the amount of 
ad valorem duty not being ascertainable until the sale is complete. 
Whosesoever duty it may be to stamp the contract—whether that 
of the purchaser, as is probable, or of the vendor—it would appear 
that, if he neglects to do so within the period allowed, the other 
party will be left to have it stamped on payment of the heavy 
penalties imposed by the above-mentioned Act. 

Considering that the ad valorem duty on conveyances commences 
with a 6d. stamp and rises by small steps up to 10s. for £100, it is 
obvious that, in the case of transactions of £100, when the ad 
valorem stamp must be impressed on the contract, the duty will be 
doubled, and, in the case of transactions below that sum, much 
more than doubled, if the new provision becomes law. There will 
be the ad valorem duty on the contract and 10s. on the conveyance. 
And even in the case of sales for £300, where the contract has to be 
stamped with ad valorem duty, the stamp will be increased by one- 
third. It is obvious, therefore, that the clause will be a serious tax 
on small purchasers of land. There are other questions—as, for 
instance, who is to have possession of the copy of the contract 
bearing the ad valorem stawp?—but we think we have said 
enough to shew the extreme importance of immediate steps being 
taken to have the clause we have referred to omitted or greatly 
modified. Probably the intention was to strike at sales of good- 
will and other things of that sort, for the assignmentof which a 








deed, though often employed, is not necessary. In cases of that 
nature various schemes have been adopted by conveyancers to avoid 
the necessity of a deed and the consequent stamp, and if the clause 
were strictly limited to this class of transactions we should see no 
objection to it. We think that the draftsman of the clause cannot 
have been aware of the difficulty he was creating in the transfer 
of land ; and we believe that, if the effect of the clause is properly 
represented to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, he will not hesitate 
to take measures to have it amended. 





RETURN OF DEPOSIT UPON A VENDOR AND PUR- 
CHASER SUMMONS. 


Ir may seem a strange thing that there should be an accumulation 
of authority upon a point apparently so simple as this, whether the 
court has jurisdiction upon a summons under the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874, to order the vendor to return the purchaser’s 
deposit money and interest. But so it is. There are cases in the 
books in which the deposit money has been ordered to be returned, 
and there is now acase in which that order has been withheld. 
It may be worth while briefly to review the present state of the 
authorities, first noticing what the Act itself says. By section 9 
‘a vendor or purchaser of real or leasehold estate in England, or 
their representatives respectively, may, at any time or times, and 
from time to time, apply in a summary way to a judge of the Court 
of Chancery in England in chambers, in respect of any requisitions 
or objections, or any claim for compensation, or any other question 
arising out of or connected with the contract (not being a question 
affecting the existence or validity of the contract), and the judge 
shall make such order upon the application as to him shall appear 
just, and shall order how and by whom all or any of the costs of 
and incident to the application shall be borne and paid.” This is 
the statutory rule. Let us now turn to the ‘‘judge-made” law 
upon the matter, first noticing the opinion expressed by Lord Justice 
James in Re Burroughs, Lynn, and Sexton (25 W. R. 520, 5 Ch. D. 
601), that, upon the true construction of the Act, whatever could 
be done in chambers upon a reference as to title under a decree 
where the contract was established, can be done upon proceedings 
under this Act, and that what the Act has done is this: it has 
enabled the parties to dispense with the form of bill and answer, 
of statements of claim and defence, and at once to put themselves 
in chambers in exactly the same position in which they would have 
been, and with all the rights which they would have had, under 
the old form of decree. 

This being the position of parties to a vendor and purchaser 
summons, we will pass through the decisions in order of date. la 
February, 1880, the Court of Appeal affirmed generally the 
decision of Mr. Justice Fry in Re The Metropolitan District Railway 
Co. and Cosh (28 W. R, 685, 13 Ch. D. 607). The company’s 
attempted sale of the strata of land above their underground rail- 
way as ‘‘superfluous land” was frustrated, and the company were 
directed to return the deposit which had been paid by an intending 
purchaser, with interest at four per cent., no doubts being raieed as 
to the jurisdiction. Then in January, 1882, in Re Higgins and 
Hitchman’s Contract (30 W. R. 700, 21 Ch. D. 95), Vice-Chan- 
cellor Hatt, who was lately described by Lord Justice Linpiey 
as one of the most cautious of men, thought that the court had 
jurisdiction to order a return of deposit. There was a fatal objec- 
tion to the title, and the vendor was ordered to return the deposit, 
paying the purchaser’s costs of investigating the title. In the 
tame line followed Lord [then Mr.] Justice Fry in Re Smith and 
Stott a year later (31 W. R. 411). There it had turned out that 
property which was sold as freehold was in reality subject toa 
long term of years from the year 1668, at a yearly rent of three 
shillings, and the judge, in sustaining the purchaser’s objection to 
this title, again asserted the jurisdiction to order a return of the 
deposit money, with interest, on the ground that such a return is 
a question “‘ connected with the contract,” although it was con- 
tended that if there is jurisdiction to order back the deposit upon a 
vendor and purchaser summons, then the court can also award 
damages for breach of contract. Such damages, however, must 
obviously be claimed in an action of deceit. The matter slumbered 
for three years, until, in Jauuary, 1886, it reappeared before the 
late Mr. Justice Pearson in Re Yielding and Westbrook (31 Ch. D. 
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344), when the judge ordered the repayment of the deposit, with 
Interest, and gave the purchaser the costs of the summons, 
Including his costs of investigating the title. ‘‘In making this 
order,” said he, ‘‘ I follow the decision of Vice-Chancellor Hatt in 
Re Higgins and Hitchman’s Contract (ubi sup.). If that was an 
innovation, I think it was a good one.” Again it was not long 
before another purchaser, in May, 1886, having succeeded in 
establishing that his vendors had not a good title, asked to have the 
return of the deposit, and also interest on the deposit, and the 
costs which he had incurred in investigating the title (Re Har- 
greaves and Thompson’s Oontract, 32 Ch. D. 454). In that case 
the point of jurisdiction was fully argued before the Court of 
Appeal, and the court gave a considered judgment in favour of the 
jurisdiction, on the ground that there is authority given by the 
Act, not only to decide the questions asked, but also to make such 
an order as will be just as the natural consequence of the decision. 
‘* Although, no doubt,” said Lord Justice Corron, ‘‘ interest cannot 
be given on the deposit, except by way of damages, and the cost of 
investigating the title would not be given to the purchaser if he 
brought an actiov, except by way of damages, yet they are damages 
which, without any special case being made, would be awarded, and 
properly awarded, either by a judge or by a jury in a case where 
the vendor could not make a goed title to that which he purported 
to sell. And, in my opinion, this Act of Parliament authorizes us, 
not only to make an order for a return of the deposit, but to give 
in addition that which, without any special circumstances, and 
under ordinary circumstances, would be the consequence if an 
action had been brought to recover damages. And in so doing we 
are not treating it as an action for damages, because, in my opinion, 
we could not go into any special case which the purchaser might 
make to get extraordinary damages or special damages, but can 
only give damages which naturally flow as the right of the pur- 
chaser from the order that we have made declaring that the vendors 
have not made a good title.” This is the most comprehensive 
statement of the jurisdiction which is to be found in the books, 
and we must confess that we fail to see, as Mr. Justice Srrrtine 
seems to have done in a case to be referred to presently, that Lord 
Justice Liyptey’s judgment in Re Hargreaves and Thompson’s 
Contract is more guarded or less outspoken. The result is that 
there have, in nine years, been five cases, the last, in the Court of 
Appeal, being a very strong one, to the effect that a purchaser can, 
by taking the ordinary proceedings under the Act, obtain a retura 
of the deposit which he has paid, as well as interest and expenses. 
That this should be done was in all probability the object of the 
Legislature, designing that either purchaser or vendor should be 
able to obtain the decision of the court upon an isolated point 
instead of being compelled to have recourse to the whole machinery 
which would be put in motion by an action or by a suit for specific 
performance. 

We have now traced the assertion of the jurisdiction in question, 
at first tentatively, at last authoritatively, in a line of five cases. 
That jurisdiction has still more recently been cut down, if not 
denied, by Mr. Justice Strnuine in Re Davie and Cavey (40 Ch. D. 
601). There the purchaser of property, described in the particu- 
lars as ‘‘ leasehold business premises,’’ had discovered the existence 
of seriously restrictive covenants, and was held entitled to a 
declaration that the vendor’s title was not such as the purchaser 
could be compelled to accept. Then he asked for a return of his 
deposit money, but it was refused, apparently on the ground that 
by asking for it he raised a question which affected the validity of 
the contract. Mr. Justice Srretine denies any absolute rule that 
the court has jurisdiction under the Act in all cases in which a 
purchaser may be entitled to a return of deposit. You can only 
have your deposit back when you raise no question as to the 
validity of the contract. If you raise such question you are 
driven to your independent action for the return of the deposit. 
How did the purchaser in Re Davis and Cavey raise any more 
question as to the validity of the contract than the purchaser 
in Re Hargreaves and Ihompson? The Court of Appeal 
in the one case and Mr. Justice Srimcinc in the other are 
agreed that you cannot, upon a summons under the Act, 
question the validity of the contract; you cannot, for instance, 
raise any question whether it is fraudulent or not. Granting 


this, why should the purchaser in Re Davis and Cavey meet 
with harder measure than his predecessor, and receive only the 
cold comfort that his right to ‘“‘bring such action as he may be 
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advised” for a return of the deposit remains unprejudiced ? 
Interest reipublicae ut sit finis litium, and if Mr. Justice Strrtre’s 
decision be right, that the jurisdiction is not absolute, the Legisla- 


'ture might well be asked to pass a short amending Act to set at 


rest these doubts as to the jurisdiction. For our part, we fail to 
see how the decision of Mr. Justice Srrrvince is reconcileable with 
that of the Court of Appeal. Sweep away Re Davis and Cavey so 
far as it is concerned with this point, and we should have left an 
intelligible and a workable rule of law. If the return of deposit is 
not ‘‘a matter arising out of or connected with the contract,” it is 
hard to see what is. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Having regard to the active interest which it is well known 
the President of the Incorporated Law Society has taken in opposing 
the compulsory provisions of the Land Transfer Bill, and to the 
generally energetic manner in which he has vindicated the just 
interests of the profession, I submit it is well worthy of considera- 
tion whether, if he is willing to undertake the office of president for 
the ensuing year, he should not be re-elected to that office. 

I write, of course, without communication with him, either direct 
or indirect. 

If, as is most likely, the Land Transfer Bill fails to pass this 
session, it will probably be re-introduced next session, and either 
with or without the compulsory provisions. 

I therefore think there are substantial grounds for the suggestion I 
have ventured to make, for the consideration of those with whom the 
responsibility of settling this question practically rests. 

June 5. An OLD MEMBER. 





MR. TAXING MASTER SKIRROW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journ«!. | 


Sir,—This gentleman has resigned ; and will take his leave of the 
office on the 15th inst. 

I should say, from my knowledge, derived from the Judicial 
Statistics, that for the twenty-seven years during which he has been 
taxing master the profit which the country must have derived from 
the labours of himself and his two clerks, after payment of all 
their salaries, would amount, at the least, to £31,000! Averaging 
about £3,000 a year. 

His loss to the seoagy will be long felt, and will be of a twofold 
character; they lose a thorough man of business, and one who 
always transacted his business in such a way as to make everyone 
with whom he came in contact feel that he was more than a man of 
business—a friend. JAMES RAWLINSON. 

Upper Holloway, N., June 4. 


LAW CHARGES -CROWN LIFE ASSURANCE CO. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In a circular letter which my directors recently addressed to 
solicitors on the subject of the advantages which this office offers to 
borrowers on reversions and life interests, they drew attention 
specially to the adoption by the company of a greatly reduced scale 
of law charges. 

I have reason to believe, from what has been brought under my 
notice, that an erroneous impression as to the position of our 
solicitors in relation to these olont costs has been left upon the 
minds of some of those who have the circular, and I would 
therefore ask permission to be allowed, through your columns, to 
state that the reduction of our law charges referred to is a matter 
entirely between the company and the public, and that our solicitors 
do not forego any portion of the costs properly payable to them 
under the scale fixed by the Legislature. 

The position is simply this: My directors, being desirous of 
enlarging their investments in a class of security which is eminently 
suited for the moneys of a progressive life office whose assurance 
fund is constantly increasing, have, to attract borrowers on rever- 
sions and life interests, taken upon themselves the payment of one- 
half of the scale costs, and they have communicated, through the 
solicitors who are likely to represent these borrowers, the excep- 
tional advantages thus offered by the ‘‘ Crown.” 

A. Mackay, Secretary. 

Crown Life Assurance Co., 188, Fleet-street, 

London, EC., June 6. 














June 8, 1889, 











THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 3 








CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 


ROGERS v. WHITELEY —No. 1, 4th June. 


Orper — BANKER — 
TO HONOUR 


Dents — GARNISHER 
JupcmMent Denr—Dvury 


Practicg — ATTACHMENT OF 
Moneys ATTACHED EXCEEDING 
Curaues—R. 8. 0., XLV., 1. 
Action for damages for dishonouring certain chequesdrawn by the plaintiff 

upon the defendant, abanker. 'Theplaintiff kept an account with thedefend- 
ant, and at the time in question there was standing to the credit of the 
plaintiff in the defendanv’s bank the sum of £6,870. A garnishee order 
was served upon the defendant under ord. 45, r. 1, attaching all debts 
owing or accruing due from the defendant to the plaintiff to answer a 
judgment for £6,000 recovered against the plaintiff. The plaintiff there- 
upon drew certain cheques upon the defendant against the balance of 
£870 over the amount of the judgment debt, but the defendant refused 
to honourthem. The garnishee order was subsequently discharged, and 
the plaintiff brought this action. Pollock, B., gave judgment for the 
defendant, and the Divisional Court (Mathew and Gratham, JJ.) affirmed 
this judgment. ‘The plaintiff appealed. 

Tus Court (Lord Corerinez, C.J., and Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dis- 
mieeed the appeal. Linpiey, LJ., said that the defendant had £6,870 
standing to the credit of the plaintiff, and at the same time he was served 
with a garnishee order attaching this sum to answer a judgment for a 
smaller amount. It was contended that the order only created a charge 
to the amount of the judgment debt, and that it was the duty of the 
defendant to retain sufficient to pay the judgment debt, leaving the 
balance free to be drawn against. The garnishee order was obtained 
under crd 45, r. 1, which provided that ‘‘all debts owing or accruing’’ 
from the third person might be attached ; and the form of order (appen- 
dix K.No. 39) was in the same words. What effect would that order 
produce upon the person upon whom it was served? Full effect would 
not be given to the words unless they were held to prohibit the person 
served from parting with any of the money. To say that such a person, 
if a banker, was liable for not honouring cheques of the judgment 
debtor under those circumstances would be to gotoo far. In Chatterton 
v. Watney (17 Ch. D, at p. 262), Cotton, L.J., said that “‘ the effect of a 
garnishee order is to bind the debt attached and to prevent the creditor 
trom receiving it.’’ That was the effect of the order until it was made 
absolute or discharged. A banker, therefore, would not be compelled to 
honour cheques drawn upon him by the judgment debtor, though if he 
was willing to undertake the risk he might do so, retaining sufficient to 
satisfy the judgment debt. The effect of holding otherwise would be to 
impose a serious responsibility upon bankers. A banker, in the ordinary 
course of business, only followed the cheques of his customer to the ex- 
tent of the assets, regardless of any equitics attachingtothe moneys A 
garnishee order only affected the equitable right of the customer to the 
moneys. If would be impossible to impose upon bankers the duty of 
discriminating in such cases as to whether the moneys belonged 
in equity to the customer or not. The judgment must be 
affirmed. Lorzs, L.J., concurred. Upon the garnishee order nisi 
being served, the defendant was justified in refusing to honour 
the plaintiff's cheques during the pendency of the order. It might be 
that a banker would allow the balance, after retaining sufficient to satisfy 
the judgment debt, to be drawn against; but, if he did so, it would be at 
his own risk. Lord CotertncGe, C.J., concuured.—Counsgi, Candy, Q.C., 
and Paget ; Waddy,Q.C., 7. W. Chitty, and E. M. Pollock. Soxictrors, 
A, P. Jackson ; Roche § Son. 


JAMES v. JAMES AND BENDALL—No. 1, let June. 
ARBITRATION --REVOCATION or SupMiIss1ioON—DiscreTIon or Court. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Denman 
and Stephen, JJ.), reported 37 W. R. 494. On the 2nd of August, 1887, 
the plaintiff, as executrix of the late Mr. Vaughan James, a solicitor at 
Haverfordwest, entered into an agreement with the defendants, by which 
it was provided that a partnership should be formed between the two 
defendants, one of whom was her son, to carry on the business of her 
late husband, and that they should take over the office furniture and 
books at a valuation. The Jast clause of the agreement was as follows :— 
‘'No charge to be made by Mrs. James for the goodwill of her late 
husband's practice.’’ The defendants had carried on the business as 
partners for some time, when the plaintiff issued the writ in the present 
action, claiming the return of all title deeds, papers, and documents 
belonging to her Jate husband. The action was referred to arbitration, 
and the arbitrator, having been requested to decide the point, held that 
the papers in question did not pass to the defendants under the word 
‘* goodwill,’’ and he declined to state a care for the opinion of the court 
on this point. The defendants then obtained a rule nisi to revoke the 
submission to arbitration, on the ground that the arbitrator had wrongly 
decided this question, but it was discharged by the Divisional Court. 
The defendants appealed. 

Tus Court (Linptey and Lorrs, L JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Linpiey, 
L.J., said that it was plain that the court had authority to revoke a sub- 
mission to arbitration. That authority was given by implication by 
section 39 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, But the power was discretionary. The 
care of East and West India Docks Co. v. Kirk § Randall (12 App. Cas. 738) 
had been cited, but that case did not lay down any general principle 
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which interfered with the discretion of the court. In that case the cir- 
cumstances were very exceptional, aud very large interests were involved, 
and the House of Lords had thought fit under those circumstances to 
revoke the submission to arbitration, although the Court of Appeal had 
not thought fit to doso. In this case, however, the arbitrator had been 
induced by the defendants to do what he would not otherwise have done, 
and had been pressed to decide the meaning of the word ‘‘ goodwill” in 
this agreement. That was fatal to the defendants’ claim to revoke the 
submission, and entirely justified the court in refusing to do so. He 
wished to express no opinion as to the meaning of the word “ goodwill.’’ 
Lorss, L.J., concurred. While speaking with all deference of the case of 
Bast and West India Docks Co. v. Kirk § Randall, he could not but regret 
the decision of the House of Lords, since he thought that it tended to 
diminish one of the chief advantages of arbitration—namely, its finality. 
But the power to revoke a submission was discretionary, and in this 
case there was no ground for exercising that discretion. As to the 
question of the meaning of ‘‘ goodwill,’’ he, like Lindley, L.J., desired 
to express no opinion.—Counsen, Tindal Atkinson, QC., and Thomas 
Terrell; F. C. Gore. Soxicrrons, Bridges, Sarwtell, Heywood, Ram, § Dididin, 
for J. P. Bendall, Newmarket ; Peacock § Goddard, for Exton, Bvans, § 
Williams, Haverfordwest. 


Re CAWLEY & CO., Ez parte HALLETT—No. 2, 31d June. 


ComrpaAny—TRANSFER OF SHARES—REcTIFICATION OF Recistern or SHARE- 
HOLDERS—SHAREHOLDER INDEBTED TO CompaANY—OALL MADB AFTER Pre- 
SENTATION O¥ TRANSFER FOR REGIsTRATION—Compantes Act, 1862, 8. 35. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J. The question was 
whether the company should have registered a transfer of shares. W. B. 
Hallett was a director of the company and held 2,300 shares. Oa the 
15th of December he sold 2,000 of his shares for £80 to Jones, and 
executed a transfer, and on the morning of the 18th of December the 
transfer was left at the company’s office for registration. Nothing was 
then due on the shares for unpaid calls. On the afternoon of that day a 
meeting of the directors was held at which the transfer was, with others, 
presented for registration, and it being reported that the bankers of the 
company had declined to renew a loan unless the unpaid capital of the 
company was forthwith called up, a resolution was proposed and carried 
that the remainder of the capital should be called up. Hallett was present 
at the meeting and dissented from the resolution, on the ground that es 
the transfers were presented for registration before the call was made, they 
should be-registered at once. The resolution did not state the date or 
place for payment of the call, but at a meeting on the 17th of Januarya 
time was fixed for payment of the call, and notices were sent to the share- 
holders. The articles of association of the company provided (27) that no 
person being indebted to the company, either in respect of calls or other- 
wise, should, without the consent of the board, which consent they might 
give or withhold at their discretion, transfer any sharc; (38) that the 
amount payable on the shares should be payable at the bankers of the com- 
pany, or at such other place as the board should appoint, with such deposit 
and in such instalments and manner aud at such time as should be appointed 
from time to time by the board; (42) that all calls should be deemed to 
be made at the time when the resolutions authorizing them were passed 
by the board; and (44) that the board might by any subsequent resolu- 
tion appoint a new time and place for payment of a call as regarded 
such persons as had not paid the same. Hallett applied for the rectifica- 
tion of the company's register by registering his transfer. Chitty, J., 
held that the directors had a right to take their business in whatever 
order they thought proper, and he refused the application. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.i., and Corron and Fay, L.JJ.) reversed 
the decision. Lord Esuerx, M.R., said that at the date of the transfer 
Hallett knew that the company was not in a prosperous condition, and 
that in all probability a call would shortly be made, and he transferred 
the 2,000 shares to a solicitor’s clerk for £80. The inference which his 
lordship drew was that Hallett transferred the shares in order to evade a 
prospective call. But it was not suggested that the trausfer was nota 
real transfer, or that he intended to keep the shares in his own power. 
On the morning of the 18th of December he sent in the transfer for 
registration to the company’s secretary, who was the person appointed by 
the articles for that purpose. Under the articles the directors had, under 
ordinary circumstances, no discretion to refuse registration of a transfer, and 
their act would therefore be merely ministerial ; but they had a discretion to 
refuse to register a travsfer if the shareholder was indebted to the company. 
The directors on the 18th of December declined to register this transfer, 
and the question was whether they were entitled todo so. They were not 
entitled to decline unless they had a discretion under the articles, and they 
had no discretion unless the shareholder was indebted to the company. 
It was suggested that Hallett was indebted to the company from the 
time that he became a shareholder in respect of the amount unpaid on his 
shares, but if that were the meaning of the word “ indebted” in clause 27 
of the articles the clause would be futile and misleading. That could 
not be the meauing. Thenit was said that the time at wuich the indebted- 
ness of the shareholder was to be ascertained was not when the transfer 
was handed in to the proper officer, but the time when the question of 
registration was submitted to the directors for their consideration. To 
that there were two answers—first, the directors had nothing to consider ; 
secondly, if that were so, the directors might choose the time at which 
they would do the ministerial act of registration, and might delay it until 
after a call had been made; and in that way they would acquire a discre- 
tionary power which they would not have had but for their own delay. 
The time when the transfer ought to have been registered was the time when 
it was handed in to the proper officer, and at that time Hallett was not 
indebted tothe company. Subject to any equity, there was an end of the 
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case, even if a call was made on the 18th of December. But, in his 
lordship’s opinion, no call was made on that day. The articles shewed 
that a time and place for the payment of the call ought to be named, and, 
apart from the articles, it was of the essence of a call that a time and 
sles for payment should be fixed. The utmost that could be said was, 
that, taking the two meeting of the 18th of December and the 17th of 
January together, there was a valid call made on the later day. It was 
argued that it was inconsistent with the duty of a director to transfer his 
shares in order to evade a call which he either knew, or had reason to 
know, would be made. The courts had come to acontrary conclusion, 
and there was no such equity. In Bz parte Parker (L. R. 2 Ch. 685) a 
shareholder, who knew that a meeting had been summoned for the pur- 
pose of making a call, persuaded the directors to postpone the meeting 
until a subsequent day, and led them to understand that he would not 
transfer his shares in the meantime, and then he did transfer his shares. 
That raised an equity against him. Buthere the directors did not do any 
act on the faith of Hallett not transferring his shares, for he had already 
transferred them. In Gilbert's case (L. R. 5 Oh. 559) directors, being required 
to make a call, postponed doing so till a later day in order to get rid of 
their shares, and they were held liable notwithstanding the transfer of 
the shares. But that did not apply to the present case, because the 
transfer was made before the meeting. There was, therefore, no reason 
why the directors should not perform the merely ministerial act of regis- 
tering the transfer. Corron and Fry, LJJ., concurred.—Covunszt, 
Romer, Q.O., and Maidlow ; Maclean, Q.C.,and C. B. M’Laren. Soxtcrrors, 
Lickorish § Bellord; Biewitt § Tyler. 


Re FAWCETT AND HOLMES'S CONTRACT—No. 2, 29th May. 


Venpor AND PurcuaseEr—ERrnor in Particutars or SaALE—ConplirTIon AS 
to ComprENSATION—ERROR NOT SUBSTANTIALLY AFFECTING SvunsEct- 
MATTER OF Contract—Restrictive CovENANT—COVENANT NOT BINDING 
Assians or CovENANTOR. 


This was an appeal against an order made by North, J., in chambers 
upon a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act of 1874 
taken out by vendors. The questions were, whether a restrictive 
covenant would bind the purchaser, and whether the purchaser was 
bound to accept compensation for a deficiency in the quantity of the 
property as described in the particulars of sale. The trustees of a 
testator put up for sale by auction some property which had belonged to 
him. In the particulars lot 1 was described as follows :—‘‘ All that 
messuage or dwelling-house known as Quarry House, situate in Teall- 
street, Wakefield, with the builder’s yard, stables, and premises, as lately 
in the occupation of George Fawcett, and containing 1,372 equare yards.” 
By the 13th condition of sale it was provided that ‘‘the property is 
believed and shall be taken to be correctly described, but if any error, mis- 
statement, or omission in the posters, plans, or particulars, or in the 
special or these general conditions be discovered, the same shall not annul 
the sale; but, if pointed out before completion of the purchase, and not 
otherwise, compensation shall be allowed by the vendor or purchaser, as 
the case may require, and the amount of such compensation shall be 
settled by arbitration,’’ in the mode provided by another condition. The 
purchaser objected to the title deduced by the vendors that the convey- 
ance of the land to Fawcett contained a covenant by him restricting his 
right to build on the land, and that the particulars of sale contained no 
notice of this covenant. The covenant by Fawcett was not expressed in 
the conveyance to him as binding his assigns, though other covenants by 
him in the same deed were so expressed, but the purchaser contended 
that the restriction would bind him by implication. The vendors took 
out the summons for the determination of this question, and North, J., 
decided that the covenant was a merely personal covenant by I'awcett, and 
that it would not bind the purchaser. On the hearing of the summons 
the further objection was raised on behalf of the purchaser that the par- 
ticulars of sale had misdescribed the property, for that, instead of contain- 
ing 1,372 square yards as staied, it contamed only 1,033 square yards. 
This, it was contended, was a misdescription so material as to be of the 
essence of the contract, and that therefore condition 13 did not apply. 
North, J., held that the purchaser would get in substance what he had con- 
tracted for, and that he was bound to complete his contract, being allowed 
compensation for the deficiency in quantity. 

Tus Court (Lord Esurr, M.R, and Oorron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esiusr, M.R., said that the purchaser bought subject 
to the vendors making out a good title to the property. But the 13th 
condition of sale modified this right to some extent, and that condition was 
part of the contract. ‘The question was therefore this—Would a court of 
equity, at the suit of a vendor who was willing to allow compensation in 


the words ought to be construed in their plain sense. If so, the covenant 
did not run with the land and would not prevent the present 
purchaser from building on the land as he pleased. This objection 
therefore failed. As to the other objection, if the misdescription of the 
extent of the property was within the 13th condition that condition was 
binding on the purchaser, and those who alleged that the vendors were 
not to have specific performance of the contract, when they were 
willing to allow compensation to the purchaser, must go the length of 
saying that, in a case directly within the condition, a court of equity 
would decline, at the instance of the vendor, to enforce specific perform- 
ance with compensation. That would be a very strong proposition. If 
the error were such that the case did not come within the condition, it 
would be difficult to say that (unless the error were so trifling as to be 
comparatively of no consequence) the court would force the purchaser to 
take the property with compensation. Was this error, then, within con- 
dition 13? On the one side it was said that the condition applied, how- 
ever great the misdescription might be, and on the other side that it 
applied only to misdescriptions of the most trifling nature. His lordship 
thought that neither of these views was right. The condition must be 
construed like any other contract, and it must be construed in the same 
way in every court, subject to this—that the court must consider whether 
the subject-matter did not impose some limitation on the words. Tho 
courts had already construed such conditions as not applying to every 
misdescription. The condition would not apply to a fraudulent mis. 
description, nor to a case in which the proper compensation could not be 
ascertained. His lordship thought that Flight v. Booth (1 Bing. N. C. 370) 
shewed that there were other cases not within such a condition. In that 
case Tindal, O.J., said, ‘‘ We think it is at all events a safe rule to adopt 
that where the misdescription, although not proceeding from fraud, 
is in a material and substantial point so far affecting the subject- 
matter of the contract that it may reasonably be supposed that, 
but for such misdescription, the purchaser might never have 

entered into the contract at ell, in such case the contract is avoided 
altogether, and the purchaser is not bound to resort to the clause 
of compensation. Under such a state of facts the purchaser may be con- 

sidered as not having purchased the thing which was really the subject of 
the sale.’’ The question therefore was, did the misdescription in the 
present case go to a material and substantial point so far affecting the 
subject-matter of the contract that it might reasonably be supposed that, 
but for that misdescription, the purchaser might never have entered into 
the contract at all? The subject-matter of the contract was the house 
called ‘‘ Quarry House, with the builder’s yard, stables, and premises, aa 
lately in the occupation of George Fawcett’’ ; the error was in the quan- 
tity only. Did the error go to the essence of the contract? Did it sub- 
stantially alter the subject-matter? His lordship agreed with North, J., 

that it did not. Therefore the compensation clause applied. The error 
was not to annul the sale, but compensation was to be given by the 
vendors to the purchaser. If so, it was the duty of the court to ray that 
the purchaser must fulfil his contract and to enforce specific performance 
against him, with compensation. In Arnold v. Arnold (14 Ch. D. 270) the 
Court of Appeal considered the misdescription a substantial one, and his 
lordship aid not think they intended to overrule the previous decisions. In 

his opinion North, J., was, according to the rules of construction laid 

down by the authorities, right in saying that under this contract a court 

of equity must, at the suit of the vendor, decree specific performance, 

with compensation. Corron, L.J., concurred. Fry, L.J., did not seo his 

way to state the rule more accurately than it was stated in Flight v. Booth, 

which, he thought, governed the present case. Under such a condition, 

if the error was not a material and substantial one, the vendor was entitled 

to specific performance, with compensation, not by force of any doctrine 

of equity, but upon the construction of the contract.—CounseL, Giffard, 

Q.C., and Methold; Dunham. Souscrtors, Emmet, &cn, § Stubbs ; Watson. 


Re MEDLAND, ELAND v. MEDLAND-—No. 2, Ist June, 


OrnicinaTiInc SummMons—Jurispiction—Oosts—Trustek—ADMINISTRATION 
or Trust—R. 8. C., LV., 3,5; LXV., 1. 
This was an appcal from a decision of North, J. (ante, p. 336), so far as 
he refused to give costs to the plaintiff (a trustee) out of his trust fund. 
A question was raised of considerable importance—viz., as to the juris- 
diction of the court to order payment out of the trust estate of the costs 
of a trustee who has taken out an originating summons under order 55 to 
obtain the opinion of the court upon some question relating to the 
administration of the trust. An originating summons was taken out by 
the plaintiff, as one of the trustees and executors of a will, against the 
other two trustees and executors, for the determination of the question 


respect of an error as to the quantity of the property, have decreed specific | whether the trustees ought to take any—and, if so, what—steps to call in, 


performance of the contract by the purchaser, with compensation? As to 


or otherwise with respect to, certain mortgage securities for £2,000, £1,550, 


the objection that Fawcett had entered into a covenant restricting his | and £2,400, and interest, being part of the investments representing a sum 
right to build on the land, the question was, whether it would prevent ihe | of £10,000 held by the trustees upon the trusts of the will. The testator 
present purchaser from doing what he pleased with the property. That | by his will bequeathed the residue of his personal estate to his wife and son 


depended upon whether it was a mere personal covenant by the covenantor, 


(the defendants) and the plaintiff, on trust, in the first place, to appropriate 


or whether it would bind a purchaser from him. The conveyance to | such of any securities which he might hold at his death of the nominal value 
Fawcett contained a number of conditions expressly binding him, his | of £10,000 as might be selected by his wife ; to permit her to receive the 
executors, administrators, and assigns, but in the case of the particular | income of the selected securities during her life or widowhood; and after 


restriction now relied upon the word “ assi 
cases, no doubt, the word “‘ assigns’’ might be implied in a contract, but 
here the circumstances pointed the other way. 
and it might well be that the person who was then conveying to him de- 


” was omitted. In some | the determination of the trust he directed that the £10,000 and the securi- 
ties representing it should fall into the residue of his estate, which he gave 
Fawcett was a builder, | equally between his son and his daughter. He empowered his trustees to 
permit his personal estate to remain on the investments existing at the 


sired to restrict him as to the buildings which he might erect on the Jand, | time of his death, and which were yielding interest, so long as they should 
but did not wish the restriction to extend any further. The words of the | think fit; and he declared that they should not be answerable for any 
covenant were in accordance with that view. They expressed only a| loss which might be sustained by reason of the insufficiency of any 
personal covenant, and the circumstances led to the conclusion that | security ou which any portion of bis personal estate might be invested at 
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the time of his denth, and of their continuing the investments. The will 
contained no power for the trustees to vary investments. The testator 
died in December, 1872. After his death his widow selected certain of the 
securities to catisfy her legacy of £10,000, and on the 27th of June, 1873, 
she and the other trustees executed a deed poll appropriating the 
securities so selected accordingly. Among the selected securities were the 
three mortgages in question, On the Ist of June, 1875, the testator’s 
daughter married, and by her marriage settlement, to which the widow, 
the son, and the daughter, and the then intended husband were parties, 
the trustees of the will were empowered to invest the £10,000 on certain 
securities therein mentioned, and to vary the investments. The deed was 
also executed by K., as trustee, jointly with the widow and the son of the 
settlement. Neither the daughter nor K. was served with this summons. 
The three mortgages in question were upon agricultural land, which had 
become very much diminished in value, so as to form a much less sufficient 
security for the mortgage money than they did at the time when the 
money was originally advanced, or when the selection was made by the 
widow. The plaintiff insisted that steps ought to be taken immediately 
to reduce the amount of the mortgage debt in each case to not more 
than two-thirds of the existing value of the property, in accordance 
with the ordinary rule of the court in the case of trust funds. The 
defendants submitted that they had a discretion with which the court 
would not interfere. North, J., directed an inquiry in chambers what 
ought to be done with the three mortgages, but he declined to make any 
order as to the costs, on the ground that he had no jurisdiction to do so, all 
the beneficiaries not being before the court. He held that the interest of 
the daughter was not sufficiently represented, all the trustees of her 
settlement not being parties, und those of them who were parties not 
being made defendants in that character. On the opening of the appeal 
the preliminary objection was taken that the appeal was for costs only, 
which were in the discretion of the court. Tus Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., 
and Corton and Fry, L.JJ.) held that, the refusal to give coste being based on 
the want of jurisdiction, the judge had not exercised any discretion, and 
an appeal lay on the question of jurisdiction. 

Tue Court held that there was jurisdiction. Lord Esner, M.R., said 
that the question was whether the judge had jurisdiction at some time or 
other to deal with the costs of there proceedings, because his decision was 
that he had no jurisdiction at any time, either at the time when the case 
was before him or atany other time. Thesummons was properly taken,out 
under rule 3 of order 55, which provides that (inter alios) ‘‘ the executors 
or administrators of a deceased person, or any of them, and the trustees 
under any deed or instrument, or any of them, may take out as of courze 
an originating summons for such relief of the nature or kind following as 
may by the summons be specified and as the circumstances of the case may 
require—(that is to say) the determination, without an administration of the 
estate or trust, of any of the following questions or matters ”’ (inter alia) (9) 
The determination of any question arising in the administration of the 
estate or truet,”” It was plain that the question raised by this summons 
was such a question as was described in sub-section (g), and that it was 
raised by one of the trustees under an instrument. Rule 5 of the same 
order provided that the summons should be served ‘‘ upon the persons, or 
one of the persons, whose rights or interests are sought to be affected,’’ 
and this summons bad been served at any rate on one of the persons 
whose rights were sought to be affected. The costs of the summons were 
ia the discretion of the judge under ord. 65, r. 1, subject to the proviso 
that nothing in that rule was to deprive a trustee who had not unreason- 
ably instituted or carried on or resisted any proceedings of any right to 
costs out of a particular estate or fund to which he would be entitled 
according to the former practice of the Chancery Division. Under the 
first part of the rule the judge had a discretion ; under the proviso he was 
to consider whether the proceedings had been unreasonably instituted or 
carned on, and, if not, he was bound to give the trustee his costs. Taking 
all these rules together, in his lordship’s opinion North, J., had juris- 


diction to deal with the costs. He, however, had decided that he had no | 


jurisdiction, and had not exercised his mind upon the matter, supposing 
he had jurisdiction. It was said that the judge was bound to exercise his 
jurisdiction at the time when the summons was before him. His lordship 
was not ee to say that under some circumstances the judge could 
not give his decision upon the costs at the time, but it was clear that he 
was not bound to do so, and that he might reserve the exercise of his 
jurisdiction. The better course under ordinary circumstances was to 
reserve the costs until the inquiry was concluded, and the power of 
dealing with the costs immediately ought only to be exercised under 
unusual circumstances. The order of North, J., ought to be altered by 
adding a direction that all parties should be at liberty to apply in chambers 
as to costs. The costs of all parties of the appeal would be allowed out of 
the funds, Oorron and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsei, Napier Higgins, 
Q.C., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Hornell. Souicr- 
tors, Palmer, Eland, § Nettleship ; Hopgood § Dowson. 


WHITE v. THE CITY OF LONDON BREWERY CO.—No. 2, 4th June. 


Morrtaacor anp Mortcacrs — Repemprion — Accounts — MortTGAGEE IN 
Possrsston—Mortcacr or Puntic-nousze To }ReEweR—Le&ase ny Morr- 
GAGEE as A * Tren’? Hovsgs— Lianitiry To accouNT FOR Brewers’ 
Prorits. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (32 Soticrrors’ Jowrnat, 
645, 39 Ob. D. 559). The action was brought by a mortgagee for an 
account of the proceeds of the sale of a public-house which had been sold 
by the first mortgagees, who were brewers. On February 4, 1868, a 
publican, who held a lease for sixty years of the Woodstock Arms, mort- 
gaged the premises to the City of London Brewery Co, to secure an ad- 
vance of £700, with interest. In September, 1869, the company entered 





into possession, and, in the first instance, they put an agent of their own 
into the house, to carry on the business, they supplying to him beer of 
theie own manufacture at the ordinary trade prices. In March, 1871, 
they agreed to let the house to the agent as tenant, at a rent of £30 -£15 
for the house and £15 for furniture—the rent under the original lease to 
the mortgagor being £60. By the terms of the agreement the tenant was 
bound to ‘‘ keep a sufficient stock of porter, ale, and beer for sale therein 
of the brewery of the said ——- and none other.”? In 1873 the 
company let the premises to Hink for £60 a year unfurnished, with a 
similar restriction, except as to Burton ales. In 1879 the company, in 
exercise of a power of sale contained in their mortgage, sold the 
house for £2,650. The action was commenced in 1880 by the mort- 
gagor to compel the company to account for the proceeds of sale and 
other moneys which they had received by virtue of the mortgage. At 
the trial judgment was given for the ordinary accounts as against a 
mortgagee in possession, a special inquiry being directed what 
profits were made by the company in carrying on the business after they 
took possession of the mortgaged premises, and what sums ough‘ pro- 
perly to be allowed to the company for skilled labour and expenses out of 
pocket in carrying on the business. On the further consideration of the 
action and a summons by the plaintiff to vary the certificate, it was con- 
tended on his behalf that the company must account for a profit of £1,900 
made by them from beer supplied by them for carrying on the business, 
on the principle that a mortgagee could retain out of his security nothing 
but the principal, interest, and costs due to him, In the alternative it was 
contended that, the company having let the premises binding the tenant 
to take beer from them only, they could have let the premises ‘‘ free”’ at 
a greater rent, and ought to account for the difference of rent. North, 
J., held that it was not open to him on the judgment to go into the ques- 
tion of the brewers’ profits, though he expressed an opinion that the 
mortgagor was not entitled to an account of those profits. But he held 
that the mortgagees ought to be charged with a higher rent by reason of 
the restriction. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corron and Fay, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. They were of opinion that the question of brewers’ pro- 
fits was not open on the judgment. But they said that no authority had 
been produced which satisfied them that such profits ought to be 
accounted for. Fry, L.J., said that if it could be shewn that by letting 
the house as a tied house a less rent was obtained than would otherwise 
have been obtained, the mortgagee would have in some way to account 
for the difference.—OounseL, Cozens-Hardy, QC., and A. ad Beckett 
Terrell ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and J. D. Fitzgerald. Sowicrrors, Carr § 
Co. ; Western § Sons. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BALLANCE, BALLANCE v. LAMPHIER—Kay, J., 4th June. 


Witt—Construction—Resipuz or Resrpus—DrirecTion THAT SHARE OF 
ResipvE sHALL Sink into Resipvue—‘' To se Serriep’’—Executory 
Trust. 


Testator bequeathed £10,000 on trust for his daughter Eliza for 
life, and then for her children who, being sons, should attain 
twenty-one, or, being daughters, should attain twenty-one or marry, 
and if no such children one-fifth to Eliza’s appointees by will, and in 
default, and also as to the other four-fifths, subject to her husband’s life 
interest, ‘‘to sink into and form part of my general residuary estate, and 
be applied and disposed of as hereinafter mentioned.’’ He made similar 
dispositions in favour of his daughter Mary, and gave all the residue of 
his real and personal estate equally amongst his children living at the 
time of his decease, ‘‘the shares of daughters to be paid to the same 
trustees respectively and to be settled upon the same trusts as their 
respective sums of £10,000,” but with no power of appointment by will. 
The testator left seven children. Mary appointed one-fifth of her legacy, 
and died unmarried, so her other four-fifths fell into the general residue, 
and the question was, what was to become of her one-seventh share in that 
residue. 

Kay, J., said that the words ‘‘ to be settled’ created an executory trust, 
in carrying out which the court would modify inapt provisions, and that 
the obvious modification would be to limit the share of residue of any 
daughter who died without issue who could take, so as to go over to the 
other residuary legatees, excluding the deceased daughter. Therefore 
Mary’s share must go among the other residuary legatees.—CounsgL, 
Marten, Q.0., and Chadwyck-Healey ; Renshaw, Q.C., and St. J. Clerke. 
Soxicitor, C. A. Bannister. 


Re CHAPPLE—Chitty, J., 31st May. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s, 42—LanpLorpD AND TENANT—DIsTREss. 


In this case, C, having become bankrupt, his leasehold interest in certain 
remises and stock-in-trade thereon were assigned free from incumbrances 
= his trustee in bankruptcy to K., and K. took possession. At the date 
of the bankruptcy O. owed the lessor some two years’ arrears of rent, and 
the trustee settled with the landlord for one year’s past arrears. The 
lessor now claimed to distrain on the premises for the unpaid arrears, sub- 
mitting that section 42 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and the corresponding 
clauses of previous Bankruputcy Acts confined the landlord’s right to dis- 
train for one year’s past arrears of rent only in respect of ‘‘the goods of 
the bankrupt,’”’ and did not take away his right of distress for additional 
arrears as against goods which had passed cut of the possession of the 
bankrupt and which were on the premises. Brocklehurst v. Lowe (7 E. & B. 
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176) was relied on in support of this contention. The lessor had not 
proved in the bankruptcy. 

Ourrtty, J., said that the object of section 42 was to protect the bank- 
rupt’s property from distress beyond a year’s arrears, and to render it 
exempt from any further preferential claim in respect of rent, in order 
that what remained should be divisible amongst creditors generally. To 
limit section 42 in the way contended for was to import words into the 
section which were not there, and to extend the expression ‘‘ goods of the 
bankrupt”’ into ‘‘ goods of the bankrupt or his trustee.”” Unless the 
goods of the bankrupt were | ag ee after sale, the protection p rted 
to be given by the Act would be jeopardized, for the trustee would have 
either to remove the goods before saie or to sell subject to the landlord’s 
claim for full arrears. Moreover, such a contention would render in- 
operative section 57, which enables the trustee to carry on the bankrupt’s 
business for the benefit of his creditors, inasmuch as any article sold and 
left by the customer for ever so short a time on the premises might be 
seized by a bailiff of the landlord watching at the door. The goods in 
Brocklehurst v. Lowe appeared to have belonged to persons others than the 
bankrupt. He held that section 42 protected the goods of the bankrupt 
for a)l arrears of rent beyond a year which were payable by the bankrupt. 
—CounseL, Herbert Lake ; Eastwick. Soutcrrors, Lake, Beaumont, § Lake ; 
Piesse § Son. 


Re COMBINED WEIGHING AND ADVERTISING MACHINE CO.—North, J., 


lst June, 
Company — WINDING up Perrition — Locus Sranpr or Peritionrr — 
**Crepiror’? —GaArnisHek Orper AxnsoLuTs—COompanigs Act, 1862, 
s. 82. 


This was a winding-up petition, and the question was, whether the 
petitioner was a ‘‘creditor”’ of the company, as he alleged that he was. 
He had recovered judgment for £57 against W., to whom the company 
owed £38, and had obtained a garnishee order absolute directing the com- 
pany forthwith to pay the £38 to him, and that in default thereof execu- 
tion might issue for the same. He had iesued execution against the com- 
pany, and the sheriff had made a return of nulla bona. He alleged that he 
was a creditor of the company for the £38. 

Nortu, J., held that the petitioner was not a ‘‘creditor” of the com- 

It might be that by the garnishee order W. had lost the right 
he would otherwise have had to petition to wind up the company. But 
the question was, whether the garnishee order had transferred the debt to 
the petitioner so as to make him a “‘creditor’”’ of the company? Upon 
the authority of Chatterton v. Watney (25 Soutcrrors’ Journat, 428, 17 
Ch. D. 259) it was clear that it had not, and therefore the petitioner was 
not a ‘‘ creditor’’ of the company within the meaning of the Companies 
Act, and had no right to petition—Counset, Eve; Firminger ; George 
White. Soxrcrrors, Norris, Allens, § Chapman ; Perkins § Sawyer. 





lligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
WATKINS v. SCOTTISH IMPERIAL INSURANCE CO.—27th May. 


Practice — Writ — CoMPANY INCORPORSTED IN SCOTLAND, HAVING AN 
Orrick In ENGLAND—SEgRVICE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION—RicHTt To Sug 
in EncLaNnD—Companigs Acts, 1862, 8. 62—R. 8. 0., 1X., 8, XI, 1 (zg). 
This was an appeal from an order of Stephen, J., upholding an order of 

a master, who directed the writ of summons in the action to be set aside, 
on the ground that the defendants were a Scotch corporation, having their 
registered office in Scotland, and therefore were not subject to the juris- 
diction of this court. The plaintiff sued as administratrix of her husband 
on a policy of life insurance effected with the defendants. The defendant 
company was incorporated in Scotland, but it had an office in King 
William-street in the City of London. The cause of action arose in 
England, and the writ was served at the London office. It was argued on 
behalf of the plaintiff that the writ was rightly so served. By ord. 9, r. 
8, ‘* Where, by any statute, provision is made for service of any writ of 
summons, bill, petition, summons, or other process upon any corporation 
+ . . every writ of summons may be served in the manner so provided.”’ 
And by section 62 of the Companies Act, 1862, ‘‘ Any summons, notice, 
order, or other document required to be served upon the company may be 
served by leaving the same, or sending it through the post in a prepaid 
letter addressed to the company, at their registered office.” But the 
defendants were a foreign corporation carrying on business in England; 
and therefore they might be sued in an English court, and the writ 
might properly be served on the head officer of their Engiish branch : 
Newby v. Van Oppen (20 W. R. 383, L. R. 7 Q. B. 293), Lhoneur, Limon, § 
Co. v. Hong Kong and Shanghai Banking Corporation (34 W. R. 758, 33 
Ch. D. 446). In Jones v. Scottish Accident Insurance Co. (17 Q. B. D. 421, 
34 W. R Dig. 150) it was held that a company which had its registered 
office in Scotland, and also had an office in London, was ‘‘ domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland” within the meaning of ord. 11, r. 1 (e), 
and therefore could not be served out of the jurisdiction. Here the 
defendants had been served within the jurisdiction. 1f this were not 
allowed, it would follow that a Scotch corporation could not be sued at all 
in England, and, if so, Scotch corporations would have an unfair advan- 
tage over other foreign corporations. 

Tue Court (MaTtHew and Granruam, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Although the contract sued upon had clearly been made in this country, 
and was intended to be dealt with in this country, still, the effect of the 
rules was that a person domiciled or ordinarily resident in Scotland or 
Treland could not be sued in this court in an action of contract, and the 
authorities shewed that a Scotch or Irish corporation was in the same 


position. Therefore the service of the writ of summons had rightly been 
set aside.—CounseL, W. H. C. Payne; Reginald Brown.  Soxtorrors, 
Naylor § Fausset ; Linklater § Co. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ex parte LOVETT, Re NICHOLAS & PAINE—Q. B. Div., 1st June. 


Souicrror’s Costs—Partnersuir ACTION—APrPpoINTMENT OF RgECEIVER— 
Bankruptcy—Cuaroine Orper ror Costs on Assets CoLuecrep. 


In this case an important question was raised as to the right of a solicitor 
to a charging order for costs on assets collected by a receiver appointed in 
a partnership action. The debtors, Nicholas and Paine, formerly carried on 
business in partnership, but, a dispute having arisen between them, an 
action was commenced by Paine against Nicholas in the Chancery Division, 
Mr. Lovett acting as solicitor for the plaintiff. A receiver was a ted 
in the action who got in certain book debts to the amount of £134, but a 
receiving order having been subsequently made against the debtors, the 
proceedings were transferred to the Bankruptcy Court. The assets which 
had been collected were paid over to the official receiver, and he now 
opposed the application of Mr. Lovett for a charging order on such assets 
for his costs on the ground that the costs were not properly incurred, it 
being alleged that the solicitor, before commencing the action, had been 
informed by the defendant that the ership was insolvent. It was 
also contended that there was no evidence that any assets had been re- 
covered by the appointment of the receiver which would not have been 
recovered in bankruptcy. 

Cave, J., allowed the application of the solicitor. His lordship said that 
the case was of considerable importance—in the first place, as involving the 
right of a solicitor to have a charge on the assets recovered in a partner- 
ship action ; and, secondly, as to how far that right extended when the 
pee was insolvent at the time when the action was instituted. No 

oubt, according to the principles of the Court of Chancery, where, in a 
partnership action, a receiver had been properly appointed, the court 
would give a charge on the funds collected by in favour of the solici- 
tor of the plaintiff. That was done because, where one party to a partner- 
ship so acted as to justify the other partner in asking for a receiver, and 
the receiver got in assets, those assets were taken to be preserved by the 
receiver, and under ordinary circumstances the solicitor would be entitled 
to a charge. That would spply where the costs were incurred properly 
and bond fide. Where the solicitor was well aware that the partnership was 
insolvent, and took steps and brought an action in the Chancery Division 
when proceedings might be taken in bankruptcy, for the purpose of making 
costs, he ought not to have costs, because they were not costs bond jide 
incurred in preserving the assets of the partnership. In the present case 
Nicholas had resorted to measures against his er which he was not 
justified in doing. He had excluded Paine from the business, and, 
assuming that the partnership was solvent, the course adopted by the 
solicitor was the proper one. It was said that at that time the solicitor 
knew that the partnership was insolvent, and that he had been so informed 
by the solicitor to the defendant ; but on the evidence that contention had 
not been made out, and it was clear that Mr. Lovett was not so informed. 
He was justified in bringing the action and in obtaining the order for the 
receiver. The effect of the appointment of the receiver was that certain 
assets were got in, and on those assets Mr. Lovett asked for a charging 
order. He was entitled to an order, and the extent to which it ought to 
go must have some reference to the benefit which the creditors of the 
partnership had derived from the steps which were taken. The order 
would be that Mr. Lovett should have a charge on the assets for the costs 
of the receiver, and the costs of the action properly and bond fide incurred 
down to notice of the act of bankruptcy.—UounskgL, Terrell; Yate Lee. 
Soutcrrors, A. H., Lovett § Co. ; Spyer § Son. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


REDEMPTION ACT (FUNDS) RULES 1889. 


I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, with the approval and concurrence of the 
Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury as to such of the Rules as 
require such approval or concurrence and with the consent of the Honour- 
able Sir Edward Kay, the Honourable Sir Joseph William Chitty, the 
Honourable Sir Ford North, the Honourable Sir James Stirling, and the 
Honourable Sir Arthur Kekewich, Justices of the High Court, do hereby 
in pursuance of the provisions contained in the National Debt Redemp- 
tion Act, 1889, and of every other authority enabling me in that behalf 
order that the following Rules and Regulations as to the money to be 
received on the redemption of Stocks standing in the name of Her Majesty’s 
Paymaster General for and on behalf of theSupreme Court of Judicature 
under the above-mentioned Act cand other matters relating to such Stocks 
or the dividends thereon be observed. 

Rule I. In these Rules the following terms shall have the following 
meaning that is to say ‘‘ New Consols”’ shall mean Stock created under 
the National Debt (Conversion) Act, 1888, or the National Debt (Redemp- 
tion) Act, 1889, ‘‘ Original Stock’’ shall mean any sum of Consolidated 
Three per cent. Stock, or Reduced Three per cent. Stock standing in the 
name of the Paymaster, ‘‘ Original Act’’ shall mean the National Debt 
(Conversion) Act, 1888, ‘‘ Redemption Money” shall mean any sum re- 
ceived by the Paymaster in payment off of the principal of such original 





stock, ‘“‘the Act’ shall mean the National Debt Redemption Act, 889, 
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** Paymaster ’’ shall mean Her Majesty’s Paymaster General on behalf of 

the Supreme Court of Judicature, ‘Order’? shall mean any Order of the 

High Court of Justice or Court of Appeal or any Order or Certificate in 

Lunacy, or any other authority to be acted upon by the Paymaster, and 

- expressions in these Rules shall have the same meanings as in the 
ct. 

Rule II. Where by any Order an investment or accumulation in Consols 
or Reduced Annuities is directed, such investment or accumulation shall 
hereafter be made in New Consols, unless an Order to the contrary is 
lodged with the Paymaster. 

Rule III. Where original stocks are by any Order directed to be trans- 
ferred to any person, but the transfer shall not have been made betore the 
6th of July, 1889, the Paymaster shall pay to such person the redemption 
money when received by him or at the option of such person shall trans- 
fer to him an equivalent nominal amount of New Consols or an amount 
of Local Loan Stock equivalent at the certified price of the day of be- 
speaking the transfer to the amount of such redemption money. Such 
option shall be expressed at the time of bespeaking the transfer accord- 
ing to the Form A. in the Schedule hereto. Where original stocks are 
by any order directed to be sold but such sale shall have not been made 
before the said 6th day of July, 1889, the redemption money shall, un- 
less otherwise ordered, be applied in the same manner as the proceeds of 
such sale would have been applied if the original stock had been sold in- 
stead of being redeemed. 

Rule IV. Any person or persons to whom under any Order the divi- 
dends on any original Stock are payable desirous of signifying dissent to 
interest on the redemption money continuing to be paid as provided by 
Section 12 of the Act as amended by Section 3 of the National Debt Act, 
1889, shall lodge with the Paymaster on or before the Ist day of July, 
1889, a notice in the form B. to the Schedule hereto. 

Rule V. Where under any Order Consols or Reduced Annuities are to 
be lodged in Court, the Paymaster shall be at liberty to receive in lieu 
thereof an equal nominal amount of cash and such cash shall be invested 
by the Paymaster in New Consols without any order for that purpose, and 
the dividends on such New Consols shall be applied in the same manner as 
the dividends on such Consols or Reduced Annuities would have been 
applicable. 

Rule VI. The Paymaster shall, on any certificate of funds to be issued 
by him, notify the amount of redemption money in respect of which inter- 
est continues to be paid. The interest which continues to be so paid and 
also the amount received in respect of the proportionate part of 
the dividends on original stock accrued since the last date for the payment 
of dividends shall be paid or applied to the same person or persons or in 
the same manner as the dividends on the original stock would have been 
paid or applied if the same had not been redeemed. All Stop Orders, 
Charging Orders, Powers of Attorney and other documents relating to 
the original stock or the dividends thereon shall apply to such redemption 
money or the interest thereon. 

Rule VII. The Paymaster shall on the receipt by him of a request in 
writing signed by the person or persons to whom under any order the 
dividends on original stock are payable at the time of such payment off 
and without any order for that purpose invest redemption money in 
New Oonsols. Such request shall be in the Form C in the Schedule hereto. 
T€ no such request shall have been received by the Paymaster before the 
5th day of April, 1890, and if no order dealing otherwise with the redemp- 
tion money shall have been lodged with him before that day the Pay- 
master shall invest the redemption money in New Consols. 

Rule VITI. These rules shall apply to cases where an Order dealing 
with original stock directs the transfer of or the payment of the 
— on the residue of such stock after a previous dealing there- 
with. 

Rule IX. Where a portion only of the dividends on original stock are 
under an order payable to any person or persons and the residue of such 
dividends are directed to be accumulated the Paymaster may act upon a 
consent or request from such person or persons in the same manner as if 
the whole of such dividends were payable to them. 

Rule X. The New Consols purchased with redemption money under 
these Rules shall be placed by the Paymaster to the same credit as 
that to which the original stock was standing and such New Consols and 
the dividends thereon shall, unless otherwise ordered, be dealt with in the 
same manner as such original stock and the dividends thereon were 
directed to be dealt with, except that any investment or accumulation of 
dividends shall be made in New Consols. All Stop Orders, Charging 
Orders, Powers of Attorney, and other documents relating to the original 
stock orthe dividends thereon, shall apply to such New Consols or the 
dividends thereon. 

Rule XI. Where the dividends on New Consols shall be insufficient to 
make the payments by any order directed to be made out of the dividends 
on the original stock, the whole of such dividends shall be applied so far 
as the same will extend towards making such payments, but without 
prejudice to avy application which may be made under Section 20 of the 
original Act to make up the deficiency out of capital. 

Rule XII. No Court fee shall be charged upon any summons, order, 
certificate, affidavit, or other document or proceeding required only for 
the purpose of giving effect to these Rules, and no brokerage ehall be 
charged upon any reinvestment of redemption money in New Consols or 
Local Loan Stock. 

Rule XII[. All provisions in the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1886, 
as to the exchange of Government Securities and transactions with the 
— Debt Commissioners shall apply to New Consols or Local Loan 





tock. 
Rule XIV. Notwithstanding these Rules, the Court or a Judge may, 
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if circumstances shall require, make a special order dealing with any 
redemption money, 

Rule XV. Where under these Rules a consent or request has to be 
given or made by the person or persons to whom under any order the 
dividends on original stock are payable such consent or request may be 
given or made by any person holding a Power of Attorney to receive 
such dividends, but in such case it shall be stated on the face of such 
consent or request that it is given or made with the sanction of the 
person or persons by whom such Power of Attorney was granted. 

Rule XVI. Any consent, request, or dissent required by these Rules 
muy be acted upon by the Paymaster if the signature to it is authen- 
ticated in such manner as he shall deem sufficient. 

Rule XVII. These Rules may be cited as the Redemption Act (Funds) 
Rules, 1889.* 


SCHEDULE. 
Form A. 
Short title of cause or matter as in the Order. 
Ledger Credit (as in Paymaster’s Books). 
(Insert amount of Redemption money as in Paymaster’s Books.) 
I, the person (or we, the persons) to whom under the Order dated 
the £ Consols or Reduced Annuities represented 
by the above mentioned Redemption money are to be transferred, request 
that such Redemption money may be paid out (or) that a like sum of 
£ New Consols (or) a sum of £ Local Loan Stock 
e.juivalent at the certified price of this day to the amount of such Redemp- 
tion money may be transferred to me (or us). 
Dated (Signed) 
Form B. 
Short title of cause or matter as in the Order. 
Ledger Credit as in Paymaster’s Books. 
£ Consols, Reduced Annuities, 
I, the person (or we, the persons) to whom under the Order dated 
the Dividends on the above Consols (or Reduced Annuities) 
are payable hereby dissent from the Redemption money in respect thereof 
continuing to bear interest as provided by section 12 of the National 
Debt Redemption Act 1889 as amended by section 3 of the National Debt 
Act 1889. 
Form C. 
Short title of cause or matter as in the Order. 
Ledger Oredit (as in Paymaster’s Books). 
(Insert amount of Redemption money in the Paymaster’s Books.) 
I, the person (or we, the persons) to whom under the Order dated 
the dividends on the £ Consols (or Reduced 
Annuities) represented by the above mentioned Redemption money were 
payable do hereby request that such Redemption money be invested 
in New Consols. 
Dated this 188 


day of (Signed) 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The annual general court of the Law Association was held on the 31st 
of May at the Examination Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, the 
vice-president, Mr. Joun Boonie, inthe chair. The 72nd report of the 
board of directors was presented and approved. : 

Mr. Nisuet moved the adoption of the working arrangement with the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, in accordance with the scheme set forth 
in our issue of the 25th ult., and the motion was seconded by Mr. Grorce 
Burrow Grecory. 

Mr. Joun Hotiams moved an amendment: ‘‘ That it be referred to a 
committee of members of the association to consider and report to an 
adjourned meeting as to the desirability of amalgamating this association 
with the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, or, if deemed more expedient, 
entering into a working or other arrangement with the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association with the view of saving unnecessary expense and inconvenience, 
and promoting the charitable objects of this association.” f 

Mr. Nisuet thereupon withdrew his motion in favour of Mr. Hollams 
amendment. aba 

Mr. Bensamin Greene Lake and Mr. Hevoer addressed the meeting ia 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Fincu, Mr. Cuaron, Mr. Branpon, Mr. Anperson Rose, and Mr. 
Anrruvur Toovey addressed the meeting in opposition thereto. : 

On a division the numbers were equal—21 for and 21 against the 
amendment. The chairman gave a casting vote against it, and it was 
therefore lost. 

A circular had been sent to the members inviting them to express 
disapproval of the proposed scheme ; 52 members returned the circular to 
the secretary, 3 of them expressing approval and 49 expressing disapproval 
of the scheme. 

The ordinary general business of the annual court was then transacted. 





GREAT YARMOUTH LAW SOCIETY. 


At the annual general meeting of the society, held on the 27th of May, 
Mr. Charles Diver, president, in the chair, the following report was 
read :—Your committee has, during the past year, continucd to watch 
carefully any proposed legislation affecting the profession. In this 





* The advance copy of these rules with which we have heen fayoured_does not 
; contain any signatures or date.—EpD. S. 
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endeavour they have been cordially supported by Sir E. Birkbeck, Bart. 
(M.P. for East Norfolk), and Sir H. W. Tyler (M.P. for this borough). 

The priucipal Acts of Parliament which have passed into law since the 
last annual report of this society appear to be: —The Oustoms and Inland 
Revenue Act (51 & 52 Vict. cap. 8), The Law of Distress Amendment 
Act (cap. 21), The County Court Act (cap. 43), The Land Charges 
Registration and Searches Act (cap. 51), The ‘'rustees Act (cap. 59), 
The Solicitors Act (cap. 65). The Land Transfer Bill, having again been 
brought before the notice of Parliament, has again been carefully con- 
sidered by your committee. This Bill differs from the Bill of 1887, inas- 
much as it is intended to embody the whole law of Registration of Title in 
one measure rather than to supplement the Act of 1875. 

The only new proposals, however, introduced into the Bill which were 
not contained in the Bill of 1887 are:—(a) The assimilation of powers 
under possessory title to those under tenancy for life; and (b) For future 
registered transfers and charges having a priority. 

A conference was held in London between the Incorporated Law Society 
and the provincial societies upon this important subject, and the 
question will be specially again brought before your society at the present 
ineeting. 

During the last year a very advanced step appears to your committee to 
have been taken by the Incorporated Law Society with a view to making the 
membership of that society more general, and thus blending the profession 
together in support of that institution in a way not hitherto attained. In 
this effort your committee took an active interest, and it has resulted in 
reducing the subscription of the Incorporated Law Society to members of 
provincial law socities; so that in fact, at the present time, members of 
this society can, by the annual payment of £1 11s., obtain (together 
with their membership of this socicty) all the advantages conferred upon 
them by becomivg members of the Incorporsted Law Society. 

This fact should, your committee feels, lead to an increase of the number 
of gentlemen willing to join this society. 

And such report, together with the society’s balance-sheet, having been 
unanimously adopted, the following gentlemen were re-elected officers of the 
society for the ensuing year :—President, C. Diver; vice-president, E. W. 
Worlledge ; hon. sec. and treasurer, F. Danby-Palmer. Committee—T. 
A. Rising, A. E. Cowl, Z. Rayson, and F. Burton. 

Votes of thanks to the honorary secretary for his past services, and the 
president for his conduct in the chair on this occasion having been duly 
accorded, the meeting terminated. 


THE UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

The United Law Society held their annual dinner at the Holborn 
Restaurant on Thursday evening, the 30th ult. The Hon. Mr. Justice 
Curry presided, and Mr, A. K. Common, chairman of the society, occupied 
the vice-chair. 

Mr. Justice Currry, in proposing the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Prosperity to 
the United Law Society,’’ said that the society had now reached its 25th 
year and was at the height of its vigour and strength and in the prime of 
life. The first object of its existence, as he understood it, was the cultiva- 
tion of the law in all its various and manifold aspects. Another object to 
which the society gave a great deal of attention was the acquirement of 
information upon every other subject connected with law. He was 
satisfied that the more a man knew of any subject, and especially of those 
subjects concerning human affairs and human beings, the difference 
between one man and another, the better he was able to practise in the 
law. Among other things he noticed that at the meetings of the society 
matters concerning literature and the cultivation of oratory and eloquence 
were discussed. Such a course of study was to his mind of very great 
value. Speaking of the progress the society was making, he said he must 
congratulate them on their present state. He was told that there were 
now over 200 members, and that that number was increasing. The finances, 
too, were on a good sound basis. One thing he was especially pleased 
to see was that the society worked in union with a great many others. It 
was also gratifying to think that that union was not confined to this country, 
as he found that Melbourne had a society working in union with theirs, 
and that Madras also had a society in union with the metropolitan 
institution. 

Mr. A. K. Common in responding to the toast alluded to the fact that 
this was a representative society, consisting as it did of members of both 
branches of the legal profession. In the name of the society he thanked 
Mr. Justice Chitty for his presence. It was given to few indeed to possess 
the great abilities which had raised the learned judge to his present 
position, The members of that society, therefore, might not hope to 
emulate his example; but his presence that evening would serve as an 
encouragement to them to do their duty in those humbler walks of life 
which most, if not «ll of them, must be contented to tread. The speakers 
to the remaining toasts included Mr. Romer, Q.0., Sir Albert Rollit, 
M.P., Mr. Swinfen Eady, and Mr. Oscar Wilde. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
TRINITY BAR GENERAL EXAMINATION, 


This examination is now being held, and we append the papers set in 
Real and Personal Property and Common Law, with references :— 





REAL AND PerRsONAL Property. 


1, What covenants are entered into on the assignment of a lease by the 
assignor and assignee respectively? State the exceptions tothe usual rule, 





and the grounds on which they depend. (Goodeve’s’ Real Property, p. 161, 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 7 (1), B., and Sweet's Precedents, pp. 
866 and 867.) 

2. Mention the necessary ingredients in the contract of suretyship. 
(Goodeve’s Personal Property, p. 232.) In how many ways may a surety 
be discharged ? (Goodeve'’s Personal Property, p. 235.) 

3. Explain the nature and operation of—appointment and grant to 
uses : (Goodeve's Realty, p. 302) ; lease by estoppel: (Goodeve’s Realty, 
p. 152); uses to bar dower. (Goodeve’s Realty, p. 304.) 

4. How are equitable estates in copyholds conveyed, and in what cases 
may the ordinary method be departed from? (William’s Real Property, 
pp. 433 and 434.) 

5. Explam and comment briefly on : Interresse termini (Goodeve's Realty, 
p. 151); Scintilla juris (Ibid., pp. 267, 268) ; coparcenary (Ibid., p. 139) ; jus 
atcrescendi (Ibid., p. 239). 

6. What are the limits authorized by law for the accumulation of the 
income of property? (Goodeve’s Realty, p. 104.) Shew the difference in 
result of an infringement of these limits, and of the rule against tuity 
in limitation of estates. (Goodeve’s Realty, pp. 105, 102, and 101. 

7. State the provisions of the Wills Act (1 Vict. c. 26) as to lapse? (Good- 
eve’s Realty, p. 337.) How do these provisions operate—(a) in gifts toa 
class? (Ibid., p. 337); and (d) in the exercise of special powers of appoint- 
ment? ([bid., p. 388.) 

8. Mention any points in which the method of conveyance of corporeal 
or incorporeal hereditaments is affected by the Conveyancing and Law of 
Property Act, 1881. (Conveyancing Act, 1881, ss. 6, 63, &c.) 

9. Distinguish contingent remainders and executory limitations (Good- 
eve’s Realty, pp. 272, 273), and mention any points in which they have 
been affected by modern legislation. (I[bid., p. 274, and Conveyancing Act, 
1882, s. 10.) 

10. State the effect of the provisions of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 
and 1884, as regards settlements by way of trusts for sale. (Settled Land 
Acts, 1882, s. 63; 1884, s. 6 ) 


Common Law. 

1. Explain the meaning and use of specially indorsing a writ of 
summons, aud give a specimen of such an indorsement. How far is it 
applicable in the case of an action to recover land? (Broom, 7th ed., pp. 
138, 146, and Appendix (A) No. 2, Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883.) 

2. What are the principal rules of evidence as to proof of documents 
and their contents? (Broom, p. 183.) 

3. Under what circumstances, with what effect, and at what stage of 
= action, can a defendant pay money into court? (Broom, pp. 162 and 

63. 

4, State the principal rules of limitations in the cases of actions for 
the recovery of land, on simple contracts, and for torts. (Broom, pp. 163 
and 167.) 

5. State as nearly as you can the provisions of the 4th and 17th 
sections of the Statute of Frauds. When was it passed, and how has it 
been affected by any, and what, later legislation? (Broom, pp. 379, 384, 
389, 409, 410, 411.) 

6. What is the meaning of a negotiable instrument? Under what cir- 
cumstances is notice of dishonour required and excused in the case of a 
bill of exchange. Explain the expression holder in due course, and what 
are his rights? (Broom, pp. 437, 454, 455, 442.) 

7. Give a short account of the law of ‘‘ waste,’? and mention in- 
stances of the different kinds of waste. (Goodeve’s Real Property, 
pp. 48, 51.) 

8. Mention the principal exemptions from liability to distress. What 
are the rights of a landlord to follow, for the purpose of distress, goods 
which have been removed? (Notes to Simpson v. Hartopp, Shirley’s Lead- 
ing Common Law Oases; Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, and 51 & 52 

Jict. c. 21.) 

9, Give instances where a master is, aud is not, liable for injuries 
caused by the negligence of his servants, and state the most important 
rules as to contributory negligence. (Broom, pp. 714 and 716, 723.) 

10. What are the rights given by law—(a) to support for land, (4) to the 
benefit of water? (Broom, pp. 824, 830.) 

1l. State the essential elements of the crime of conspiracy. Is the 
combination of persons to raise the market value of shares under any, 
ry if so, what, circumstances a criminal offence? (Broom, pp. 939, 


0.) 
12. What are the chief ingredients in the crime of larceny? Illustrate 
your answer by examples. (Broom, pp. 974—984.) 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Tuomas Perkins, solicitor (of the firm of Perkins & Sawyer), 
of 23, Laurence Pountney-lane, has been appointed a Oommissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Frecpinc Crarke, puisne judge of the Supreme Oourt of Hong 
Kong, has been appointed to act as Ohief Justice of that colony. Mr. 
Justice Clarke is the fourth son of Mr. Henry Booth Clarke. He is an 
LL.B. of the University of London, and he was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in May, 1876. He was appointed Attorney-General of 
Fiji in 1882, Chief Justice of Fijiin 1885, and a puisne judge at Hong 
Kong in 1888. 

Mr. Atrrep Gascoyne Wrst, barrister, who has been appointed to act 
as a Judge of the Supreme Court of Hong Kong, is the only son of Mr. 











512 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











June 8, 1889. 








Alfred Wise, and was born in 1855. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 


Mr. Antuvur Cutty, barrister, who has been appointed to act as Chief 
Justice of the island of St. Lucia, is the seventh son of Mr. Henry Child, 
solicitor, of Doctors’-commons. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in November, 1876, and he formerly practised on the South- 
Eastern Circuit, He was appointed a stipendiary magistrate in Trinidad 
in 1884. 


Mr. James Atuwarp, solicitor, of 8, Furnival’s-inn, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Grorcer Barry, solicitor, of 1, St. Swithin’s-lane and of Romford 
and Grays Thurrock, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Matruew Lippert Harte, solicitor, of Southampton and Shirley, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Ronert Lioyp Writtraams, solicitor of Grays Thurrock, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Chadwell St. Mary School Board. Mr. Williams 
wan admitted a solicitor in 1856. He is clerk to the Orsett Board of 
Guardians, Assessment Committce, School Attendance Committee, and 
Rural Sanitary Authority, and superintendent-registrar of births, deaths, 
and marriages for the Ursett District. 


Mr. Tuomas Parktnson Harker, solicitor, of Brighton, has been 
appointed Clerk of the Peace for the county borough of Brighton, in succes- 
sion to the late Mr. Ewen Evershed. Mr. Harker was admitted in 1876. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutions. 


Wituram Witp and Grorce ALBxANper Cottyer, solicitors (Wild & 
Collyer), Leadenhall-chambers, 4, St. Mary-axe, London, and at Enfield. 
May 31. [ Gazette, May 31. 

Artuur Tuomas AsHwe.Lt and Joun Jounstone, solicitors (Ashwell & 
Jobnstore), Nottingham. May 31. 


Wiuram Freperitck Baker and Hvunert Watpron, solicitors (Law- 
rance, Baker, & Waldron), 14, Old Jewry-chambers, London. The said 
William Frederick Baker retiring from practice, and the said Hubert 
Waldron continuing the business at 14, Old Jewry-chambers aforesaid. 
June 1. [ Gazette, June 4. 

Mr. Francis D. Eptrn has retired from the firm of Quicke & Edlin, 


solicitors, of No. 11, Milk-street-buildings, Cheapside, London, and has 
entered for the bar. 





GENERAL. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the ensuing 
summer assizes, viz. :—South-Eastern Circuit, Lord Chief Justice Cole- 
ridge; Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Denman and Mr. Justice Charles; 
Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice Hawkins; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Baron 
Pollock ; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Stephen and Mr. Justice Gran- 
tham ; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. Justice Mathew; 
North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Field ; South Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Manisty. Both civil and criminal business will be taken at these assizes. 
Should the foregoing arrangements be carried out, the services of two 
Royal Commissioners will be dispensed with, but it is very probable that 
it will be found necessary for some of the above judges to remain in town, 
and consequently two commissioners will be appointed. 


Mr. Edward Stanhope presided last week at a meeting of the House of 
Commons Select Committee on the Trust Funds Investment Bill. Mr.W. M. 
Murphy, M.P., advocated the inclusion of shares in Irish tramways under 
baronial guarantees for trust fund investment. He said that the guaran- 
tees were made on a grand jury’s presentment approved by the Lord- 
Lieutenant. The Irish counties were free from the permanent indebted- 
ness found in the English municipalities. He gave figures relating to the 
county of Clare. Mr. Hamilton, one of the assistant-secretaries at the 
Treasury, said that the effect of the law on the point was, that the 
Treasury was liable to contribute a sum not exceeding £40,000 per year as 
a contribution to the amounts guaranteed by the baronies, the Treasury 
taking no cognizance of the stuckholders, but recognizing the baronies 
only. The payments were only in respect of tramways maintained at 
work, and the Treasury was now liable for about £21,000 annually in this 
respect. Mr. C. N. Dalton, assistant-secretary to the Local Government 
Board, gave evidence as to the conditions attaching to the sanction of 
loans snd the issue of corporation stock, and said that in the case of some 
boroughs the amount of indebtedness, after allowing for debts incurred 
for gasworks, waterworks, and market, was in excess of the rateable value. 


Last week in the House of Lords the Earl of Camperdown said he had 
been told shortly before Easter, upon putting a question in that House on 
the subject, that the Bill relating to the office of high sheriff would be 
introduced after the House re-assembled, but so far it had not made its 
appearance. He had received many applications from gentlemen whose 
names were on the list of sheriffs, inquiring whether it was proposed to 
change certain of the duties and responsibilities of the office, and he there- 
fore begged to ask Her Majesty’s Government, with a view to removing 
uncertainty, when it was proposed to introduce the Bill. The Lord 
Chancellor said he could not give the noble lord a definite answer. There 
was much difference of opinion on this subject. He bimself differed on 
geome points from the report of the committee that inquired into this 





matter; but he hoped they might be able to legislate on the subject 
without any undue delay. 


The World of this week contains, under the head of ‘‘ Celebrities at 
Home,”’ an article on ‘‘ Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake at Orpington Priory.” 
The article concludes as follows:—‘‘The records carefully preserved at 
No. 10, New-square go back to the end of George II.’s reign. Mr. John 
Lake, a Kentish solicitor, joined the firm of Smith & Hoskins, to which 
Mr. Thomas Kekewich, the judge’s grandfather, once belonged, in 1819, 
and fifteen years later his younger brother, Mr. Henry Lake, became the 
junior partner in the prosperous business now carried on -under the 
designation of Lake, Beaumont, & Lake. The future president of the 
Incorporated Law Society was born in Mecklonburgh-square just fifty 
years ago, and was sent to the Cholmeley School at Highgate, where, like 
a great many other men who have succeeded in after-life, he had the 
inestimable privilege of being birched and instructed by Dr. Dyne. A 
year in France finished his education, and in 1878 he became head of the 
Lake firm in New-square. Benjamin Lake has worked with unflaggivg 
zeal all bis life, but, fortunately for the public in general and the calling 
to which he belongs in particular, his sphere of action has not been 
limited to the precincts of Lincoln’s-inn. As you walk up and down 
below the shady trees in the monks’ garden, he talks to you of his unique 
Volunteering experiences while going through the various ranks twice in 
the same corps, his last voyage in The Doris, his trip to South Africa in 
1874, his visit to the United States three years since, his intimate connec- 
tion with the English Church Union (of which he was once the treasurer and 
is now trustee), bis friendship for the late Lord Devon, who made him his 
executor, and his adventures in Italy while ferreting out the mysteries of 
the Slade case. The importance of the Incorporated Law Society has of 
late years steadily increased. It examived at first only by delegation 
from the judges, but since 1877 it has done so in its own right, and the 
Act of last year, as well as the abolition of the Petty Bag Office, has 
added considerably to the functions of the senate of solicitors which sits 
in Chancery-lane. As a member of the council, Mr. Lake has laboured dili- 
gently ever since his election in 1873, and few presidents have shewn greater 
assiduity in the discharge of the responsible duties of his position. If the 
Master of the Rolls and the Attorney-General form part of the titular 
triumvirate which governs the second branch of our legal profession, the 
chief share of the work devolves on the head of the Incorporated Law 
Society for the time being, and Mr. Lake divides his time with praise- 
worthy impartiality between his own offices and the council chamber. His 
notes on many measures now before Parliament bear the stamp of practical 
knowledge, and his contention that land registration must be intrusted to 
persons skilled in conveyanciog if the utmost confusion would be avoided, 
is warmly indorsed by his colleagues. He is stoutly opposed to the fusion 
of the two divisions of the profession, although he advocates an increased 
facility of transfer from one to the other. In the midst of his multifarious 
occupations, Mr. Lake manages somehow or other to find time for the 
Selden Socicty and Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. He has thrown 
the whole of his constitutional energy into making the demonstration of 
the solicitors in favour of Sir Richard Webster worthy of the occasion, but 
he frankly admits that he is beginning to look forward to his Devonshire 
holiday, when he shall —- the weighty cares of the presidency for 
the command of the swift-sailing Doris. There are unquestionably many 
reasons which make it in the fitness of things that the last representative 
of the Lakes of Goadhurst should have returned to his native county to 
inscribe their punning motto, ‘ Fonte Puro’ on the walls which once 
sheltered those astute jurists of the Middle Ages—the monks of 
Orpington.” 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
< No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Wednesday, June ...... 12 Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. Carrington 
Thursday . . 13 Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Friday ..... Koe Lavie Carrington 
Saturday .. Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Wednesday, June Mr. Godfrey Mr. Ward Mr. Leach 
Thursday .. .. .. «. Rolt Pemberton Beal 
Friday ....... Godfrey Ward : Leach 
BOGUTGRY .ccoccsverccccssceces Rolt Pemberton Beal 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
A W Mogris & Co, Liu1rep—Petn for winding up, presented May 28, directed to 
be heard before Stirling, J.,on June 2z. Ward & Co, Nicholas lane, solors for 


petner 

BRINDLEY & Co., Lru1TED.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated May 1, wodetet 
Thomas Stephen Evans, 6, Bucklersbury, to be official liquidator. Creditors 
are required, on or before June 24,to send their names and addresses, and 
particulars of their debts or claims to the above. Tuesday, July 2, is appointed 
tor hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

CHAMPION Boot PROTECTOR, LEATHEB, AND GRINDERY Co., LimiTep.—Petn, for 
winding up. presented May 29, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on June 
22. Ward & Co, Nicholas lane, solors for petners 

J. Lewis Muus & Co, Luwirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 30, 
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airected to be heard before Kay, on Saturday, J une 22 Stocken & Jupp, Line 
— for petner 

J. iy bo Mitts & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up. presented May _ 30, 
‘directed to be heard —_ Kay, J., on June 22 C. W. & 1. B. Taylor, Crutched 
Friars, solors for petne’ 

MANUF. ‘ACTUBEBS’ ‘Aocrion Co, Limtrep—The creditors are required, on or before 
June 24, to send their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or 
claims to George Norton Read, 49, Queen Victoria st Monday, July §, at 12, is 
appointed for pO and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

NATIONAL PuRK WATER ENGINEERING Co, LimiTED—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented May 24, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on June 22 ay & Co, 
Adelaide pl, London Bridge, solors for petners 

STANLEY PARK EsTATE Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 24, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J.,on June 22 Kirk, Paternoster row, 
solor for petner 


CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

KinG INSURANCE Co, LowirED—The Vice Chancellor has, by an order dated 
May 8. appointed Robert Jones, of 39, North John st, to be official liquidator 
West Ktrsy Hypropataic Hore. Co, LIMITED.—Creditorsa are a nee on or 
before June 29, to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Robert Falconer Mactfee, 77a, Lord-street, Liverpool Tues- 
day July 9, at eleven, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 

and claims 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 4, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
L ED IN CHANCERY. 

CENTRAL TRANSVAAL GOLD MINING Co, LruiTED.—Creditors are required on or 
before June 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Francis —_ Saffery, 14, Old Jewry chmbrs Tuesday, 
—* 9, at three, is appointed for hearing and adj udicating upon the debts and 
claims 

LA TRINIDAD, LIMITED.—A petition for winding up, presented May 29, directed 
to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, June 22 Parker & Co, St Michael’s 
Rectory, Cornhill, solors for the petar 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Ristnc SuN HovusE PROPERTY ASSOCIATION.—A petition for winding up, pre- 
sented June 3, directed to be heard before Stirling, J,on June 22 Stones & 
Co, Finsbury circus, solors for petnr 


COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BooTLE MARKETS AND ABATTOIR Co, Limirsp—Petn for winding up, presented 
June 1, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on June 18, at St. George’s 
Hall, Liverpool Gradwell, Liverpool, solor for petners 

STANDARD MANUFACTURING ‘Oo, LimMITeED—Petn for winding up, presented May 
27, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize Uourts, Manches- 
ter, on Wednesday, June 19,at 10.30 Sale & Co, Manchester, solors for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
CONSOLATION LODGE OF TRUE AND BROTHERLY BBITISH GARDENERS SOCIETY, 
Lancashire Hotel, Higginshaw lane, Royton, nr Oldham, Lancaster May 30 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 24. 


DovuGras, RoBERT, New Bond st, Piccadilly, Hairdresser. June 20. Douglas v. 
Bide, Chitty, J. Hulberts & Hussey, New sq, L!nculn’s inn 


London Gasette.—_TUESDAY, May 28. 
CravVEN, THOMAS, Keighley. York, Worsted Sylanee. June 26, Blundell v. 
Craven, Stirling, J. Waterworth, Keighley 
ELkEImns, HORATIO CHARLES, Portsmouth, Gent. June 29, Ireland v. Elkins and 
another, North, J. Ford, Portsmouth 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 31. 
BARNWELL, CHARLES BARNWELL, Mileham Hall, Noifvlk, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
June 21. Postle vy Rackham, Kay, J Prior, Norwic 
Wain, EpwARrD JAMES, High st, a June 24. Davis v Wright, Stirling, 
Piesse & Son, Old Jewry chmbrs 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAsT DAY OF CLAIM. 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 98. 

ABRAHAM, ExvizA, Kingstown st, Regent’s Park, General Dealer. June 29. Tay- 
lor & Taylor, New Broad st 
a in epee Wolverhampton, Gent. July1. Riley & Kettle, Wolver- 
ampto: 

BraDLeEY, HENRY, Bury, Gent. Junes Donnelly, Bury 


BrinGER, EDWIN, Sistova rd, Balham, Esq. July 8. Penfold, John st, Bedford 


row 
Brookes, JOSEPH, Austrey, Warwick. June 8s. Shaw, Tamworth 
Burrows, Me | CATHARINE, Clifton, Bristol. July 23. O'Donoghue & 
Anson, Bristo 
CANNEY, ¥, LiDt4, Bishop Auckland, Durham. June 13. Jennings & Bowser, 
ucKian¢ 
Canali, ILLIAM, Birmingham, July 10, Arnold & Son, Birmingham 


CLARKE, JAMES, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. June 24. Quinn, Liverpool 
Oraven, Mary, Scarborough. July 1. Smithson & Teasdale, York 
DAVIDSON, JAMES, Plumstead, Kent, Civil Engineer. June 30. Brook & Co, 


Chancery lane , 
DENNETT, EDWARD, Prestwich, Merchant’s Buyer. June 24, Scholfleld, Man- 


chester 
Evans, ELLEN, Bath, June 25. Bartlett, Bath 
FLESCHELLE, MARY ANN, Brixton rd. July1. Bell & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
GREGORY, JOHN GEORGE, Cheetham, Manchester, Publican, July1. Cobbett & 


o, Manchester 
Guunby, - ona Samlesbury, Lancs, Farmer. June 29. Holland & Callis, 


ackburn 
HIBBERT, aes, Baldock, Herts, Gent. June 14. Hawiins & Co, Hitchin 


oman, ALEXANDER, Jarrow upon Tyne, Gent. July 8. Newlands & Newlands) 
arrow 
KALTENBACH, THEODORE GERARD, Wiesbaden, Germany, Gent. July 1. Grece, 
Redhill, Surrey 
Mew, THOMAS PARKER, Stockbridge. July 8. Heath & Co, New London st, 
anc 





Once, WILLIAM, Nutley, Maresfield, Sussex, Farmer. June 24. Hasties & 
Little, Kast Grinstead 
Puts, SAMUEL, Manchester. June 24. Bowden & Walker, Manchester 


PORTARLINGTON, Right Hon. Henry_JoHN REUBEN, Earl of, Portarlington, 
Queen’s county, K.P. June 30. Lawrence & Uo, New w sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Ray -~ Fubnes, $, Manchester, Doctor of Medicine. July 8. Earle & Oo, Man- 
chester 

RICHARDSON, ARTHUR HART GURNEY, Leicester, Capt R.N. July1. Watson & 
Channer, Lutterworth 

SANDERSON, ALEXANDER, Windle, St Helens, Lancs, Labourer. July 15. 
Mearns, St Helens 


—-~ THOMAS, Wakefield, Innkeeper. July 9. Lister & Pickersgill, Wake- 


STAINES, seams, ¢ Gt Eastern st, Shoreditch, Builder. July 13. Oharlton, 8t 
n’s 


eer _ .LIAM Proctor, Southsea, Lead Merchant. July 8. Abrahams & Co, 


wry 

a, —~ Bishopwearmouth, Sunderland, Tailor. June 7. Heming- 
ay 

ToMLIN, VirrzA BETH, Norwich. July 1. Bonnett, Cambridge 


Tweapar. EDWARD, Rusland, Colton, Lancs, Gent. July 5. Harrison & Miine, 


WALKER, Hirst, Leyburn, Yorks, Gent. July 1. Walker, Loudoun rd, N.W. 
WELSH, WILLIAM LisTER, Manchester, Solicitor. June 30. Welsh & Sons, 


Manchester 

Worru, Mary, Countisbury, Devon, June 29, Metcalfe, Warwick ct, Gray’s 
inn 

Taany, Semana PuHa@BE, Rochester. July1©. Brook, Olement’s lane, Lom- 


London Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 31. 
APLIN, JOHN DaRE, sen., Colyton, Devon, Gent. June14. Mortimer, Colyton 


Seanqe. Oe Sir peoutnont, Bart, Thruxton, Andover, Hants. Sept 1. Barlow & 


. Lim 
BARTON, LOUISA, Coventry. Julyi. Hampson & Co, Manchester 
Barnes, Mary Warts, St Alban’s. Augi., Annesley, St Alban’s 
CHARIK, HEIMAN, Whitechapel rd, Tailor. July 1. Webb & Sons, Barbican 
chmbrs, Aldersgate 
Oopy, ANNIE MariA, Thurloe pl, South Kensington. July1. Stone & Oo, Bath 
Cook, HARRIET, Polstead, Suffolk. June 24. Grimwade, Hadleigh 
Gaowsnae, Hesoene Mame, Windsor rd, Ealing. July1. Nightingale, Crown 
’ road 8 
PaGE-DakbA, JOHN, United Unversity Club, Pall Mall East. July 5. Crowdy & 
Tarry, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
DAMERELL, WU.LIAM, Plymouth, Gent. Aug 31. Elworthy & Co, Plymouth 
DIcKEY, MARGARET, Stalybridge, Hardware Dealer. July 1. Ives, Stalybridge 
menaeee, FS mye we Tunbridge Wells, Pianoforte Dealer. July 31. Meadows & 
Jo. astings 
ForsaMbE, THOMAS, Acomb, Yorks, Esq. July 10. Cowling & Co, York 
Fryer, CHARLES, Adelaide, South Australia, Chemist’s Assistant. July 1, 
Drawbridge, Scarborough 
GARNER, WILLIAM, Hastings, Builder. July 6. Meadows & Co, Hastings 
cones, © STEPHEN, Ninfield, Sussex, Farmer. July 6. Meadows & Co, 
astin 
GOLLoP, GEORGE Trt1ty, Netherbury, Dorset, Esq. June 30. Batten, Yeovil 
GUBEEAE JAMES, Goosnargh, Lancs, Farmer. June 1, Forshaw & Parker, 
?reston 
Hasse, —— a Senne, Selly Oak, Worcester, Gent. June 21. Gem & Oo, 


HARRISON. BENSON Day, Scale How, Westmoreland, Esq. July 11. Guscotte & 
Co, Essex st, Strand 

Hunt, JAMES EDWARD, Broadway, London Fields, Hackney, Grocer. July 1, 
Crossfield & Co, Hackne ~ ay 

IsBERSON, SARAH, Huddersfield. July1. Kidd & Bentley, Holmfirth 

LARKINS, Area, Port Chalmers, Otago, waned Zealand, Master Mariner. July 
16. Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria s 

LEGG, Sane Gosport, Hants, Leda, July 1. Blake & Uo, Portsea 

McLiytock, EpwWakpD, Barnsley, Yorks, Down Olothing Manufacturer. July 1. 
Marshall & Bury, Barnsley 

MeLsavecs, ~— hasten, Down Clothing Manfacturer. July 1. Marshall 


ury, osley 
—— ane, Bognor, Sussex, retired Banker’s Clerk. July 1. Staffurth, 
MonTnEe, OCMANUEL, Pudsey, Yorks, Grocer. July 1. Tunnicliffe, Bradford 
Muwro, a“ OWN, Sanitary incpostem, St Olave’s District Spend, of Works, South- 


wai une 24. Caroline song 84, rnon rd, Lew 

Mu BPAY, eee Menchester, Gas Meter ufacturer. July 1. Shippey & 
Jordan, Manchester 

PLUMMER, JOUN ALDERSON, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry, Wine Merchant. July 


16. George Thorp Goodiuge, Harden Court, Polworth rd, Streatham 
on oars Market Weighton, Yorks, Butcher. August 1. Robson, Pock- 


lin 

PowELL. OEE, Oxton, Chester. July 8. Wilson, Liverpool 

— i, Reon. Sarton Kirby, Kent, Farmer, July 15. Crosse & Sons, Lan- 

ter pl, Stran 

GANDERSON, CATHERINE Mari, Talbot sq, Hyde pk. July10. Crowdy & Tarry 
Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

Scorr, Joun HENRY, Coleman st, Solicitor. July 25. Scott, Coleman st 

Smirn, Henry, Bexley Heath, Kent, Licensed Victualler. July 6, Payne 
Chancery lane 

Urry, Epwin, Greenwich, Gent. July 15. Saw & Son, Queen Victoria st 

WADDINGTON, ADIMAN, Anfield, Liverpool. July 5. Bromners & Son, Liverpool 

WEsT, JAMES, Chertsey, Surrey, Miller. June 25, Crowdy, Chertsey 

WituiaMs, ANTHONY, Farnham, Surrey, Wine Merchant. July 11. Potter & 
Crundwell, Farnham 

Woop, CHRISTOPHER, Pateley Bridge, Yorks, Retired Gamekeeper. July 1, 
Hutcebi hinson, Ripon 

Woes SARAH MARIA, Church row, Fulham. June 24. Piesse & Son, Old 


ward, Wi Warns, Osbournby, Lincs, Blacksmith. June 13. Rodgers & Jessopp, 
WYLEY, i Kingskerswell, Devon. July1. New & Co, Evesham 











WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasErs & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
ren a house have the Sanitary arrangements bly exemenc’ byan 
from The Sanitary agtncoring 4 & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ADVT.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette— FRIDAY, May 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

AsH. NATHANIEL. Nottingham, Provision Dealer 

Nottingham Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


a 
AusTIn, GEorRGE, Hartlebury, Wesecstercites, 
Schoolmaster Kidderminster Pet May 23 Ord 


May 23 
Baker, Tuomas WALTER, Sidcup, Kent, Grocer 
Rochester Pet Mays Ord May 27 
BARRETT, WILLIAM. 7 a Denestounder Halifax 
Pet May 28 Ord ¥ 
BrEck, EDWARD, Catfield, “Norfolk, Miller Norwich 
Pet May 29 Ord May 
Betrs, Isatan, Holbe a Drove, Lincolnshire, 
Fsermer King’s Lynn Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
Borrky, JosEPH, Crewe, Butcher Crewe Pet May 
23 Ord May 23 
Buckny, JOHN BENNIE, Carrington, Nottingham, 
Solicitor Nottingham Pet Mayii Ord = 
Byers, W1t11aM, Doncaster, Joiner Sheffield 
May 29 Ord May £9 
CARVILLE, THOMAS ABBOTT, Southborough, nr Tun- 
ridge Wells, ee Butcher Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Consn, AARON ALFRED, Oxford gdns, Notting hill, 
May % Furnisher High Court Pet May 23 Ord 
a 
Cowanp CHARLES, Motcombe, Samay Boot Maker 
Salisbury Pet May 27 Ord M 
Curtroo, JoHn THOMAS, Sotmnnchanee, Huntingdon- 
shire, Commission Agent Peterborough Pet 
May 25 Ord May % 
Davis, J. G. STIDDER, en, Grangerd, Bermondsey, 
Engineers High Court Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
‘WHURST, JAMES, Blackburn, Shoemaker Black- 
burn Pet May28 Ord May 28 
. Henry Ropert, Haddiscoe, Norfolk, Coal 
Dealer Great Yarmouth Pet May 24 Ord 





y 

ELLIOTT, Ernest Ropert, Leamington, Draper 
Warwick Pet May 20 Ord May 28 

EVEWDEN. GEORGE, Derby. Licensed Victualler 
Derby Pet May 23 Ord May 25 

FLEeTLey, Mary, Knaresb>rough, Yorks, Provision 
Dealer York Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

GILBY. WILLIAM, Woburn, Beds, Setsher Luton 
let May 27 Ord May 27 

HADLEY, OTHY, Berwick st, Soho, enema 
High Court Pet May 28 Ord d May 

Tuomas, Twyford, Sealine , 

Labourer Banbury Pet May 29 Ord May :9 

Hakrzis, JoHN THOMAS, and THomas Henry TuRN- 
PENNY, Watling st, Button Warehouseman 
gg ee. Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Katz, Cress os Fiebany. Furniture 

Deal Y High Fours Pet \ fay 29 Ord May 29 

Last, JOSHUA, Nayland, Suffolk, Baker Colchester 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

LoWICK, ALFRED THOMAS, Mowtysiier, Bristol, Com- 
mission Agent Bristol Pet May 27 Ord May27 

MARSHALL, JOHN WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, 
— Kingston upon Hull Pet Mayz7 Ord 


eum © Isaac, Birchanger rd, South Norwood, 
Builder High Court Pet April 18 Ord May 29 
MILEs, ExizA, Bexley Heath, aaa, Widow Roches- | 
ter Pet feed 10 Ord May 27 
AM THOMAS. Wolseley Mews, Kentish 
Town, Perambulator Maker High Court Pet 
wae 27 Se ttn 
EN, Chicksand st, Wibitochapel, Baker | 
One root Pet May 27 Ord May 
Morris, Torii, Fieldgate st, Whitechapel, Baker | 
High © Court 





Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
NicHoLs, HENRY, and RIcHaRD NICHOLS, Narrow st, 
Limehouse, os High Court Pet May 
27 Ord May 
PEARCY, Saran im, Stockton on Tees, Licensed 
\ a ed Stockton on Tees Pet May 28 Ord | 


May 
F ie, Old Kent rd, Hatter High | 

Court Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Pornton, Witi1am, Orewe, Solicitor Crewe Pet 
May 28 Ord May 28 

Ropinson, THOMAS HuGu SmMytTH, Padiham, Lancs, 
Licensed Victualler Burnley Pet May17 Ord 
May 27 

Rosson, HERBERT WILLIAM, Luton, Beds, Auc- 
tioneer Luton Pet May 20 Ord May 29 

RowE, CHARLES, Middlesborough, Common Lodg- 
ing Hoc «35 Kecper Middlesborough Pet May 27 
Or 

SADBABFON. Teese, Arcola st, Shacklewell, Antique 
Wood Uarver High Court Pet May 23 Ord 


~ “May 

SawyYER, GEORGE THOMAS, Walsham le Willows, 
Suffolk, Farmer Bury St Edmunds Pet May 29 
Ord May 29 

SAWYER, MARK, Nortbileet, Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Surrson, THORNTON GERALD, Victoria rd, Hackney 
woe Physician High Court Pet May 28 Ord 

ay 28 

SKIPPER, EDWARD, Leicester, — Salesman Leices- 
ter Pet May 28 Ord May 

Smiru, ALEXANDER, Old st, Se. Lake’ 8, Boot penuten- 
turer a Court Pet May 27 Ord May 

STAFFORD & Co, North bidgs, Eldon st, Serenntile 
Agents High Court Pet May4 Ord May 23 

STAPELTON, JOSIAH GLODE, Wemyss rd, Blackheath, 
of no ee Greenwich Pet March 11 Ord | 





‘JILLYARD, EBENEZ 8st Martin’: ave, Solicitor 
E High Court Pet Nov? Ord May 2 i 


| Paice, FRANCIS JOHN. Waterman Farm, nr Ug- 


| PEGG, JAMES, 


| Suir, LvuK¥, Owlpen, nr Dursley, Glos, Farmer 


“HE SOL IC ITORS' JOURN. AL, 








TiuMs, Cusatm, Stes wrt, Mon,Greengrocer New- 
port, Mon Pet May:7 Ord May 27 

WALTERS, THOMAS, Fenton, Rate, | Grocer Stoke on 
Trent Pet May 28 Ord May 

WEBSTER, GEORGE, and tm Ag JAMES WEBSTER, 
Gildersome, Yorks, —— Manufacturers Leeds 
Pet May 27 Ord May 

WINDSOR, WALTER, Leeds, Labourer Leeds Pet 
May 28 Ord May 28 

Woo.LuaTr, JOHN, Nottingham, Lace \* -ccnanel 
Nottingham Pet May 28 Ord May 

Wror, MARIA ANNE, Leeds, formerly ae 
Leeds Pet May28 Ord May 28 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 24. 
JAMES, DaviD, Tregaron, Costigan, Tanner Car- 

marthen Pet May 20 Ord May 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ADAMS, JAMES, Pembroke Dock, late Licensed 
Victualler JuneSatit Off Rec, Carmarthen 
APPLETON, SAMUEL, Hay Miils, nr Birmingham, 
Draper June 13at11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 
18am 

AUSTIN, GEORGE, Hartlebury, Worcs. Schoolmaster 
June7at2.15 A 8S Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidder- 
minster 

BARRETT, WILLIAM, Baltes. Brass Founder June 14 
at3 Off Rec, Halifax 

BrEcK, EDWARD, Catfield, Norfolk, Miller June8 at 
11.30 Off Ree, &, King st, Norwich 

BoFFEY, JOSEPH, Orewe, Butcher June 25 at 10,30 
152, Hospital st, Nantwich 

CHAMBERS, JOHN, Leicester, late Grocer ame 12 at 
12,30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leiceste: 

CoWARD, CHARLES, Motcombe, Dorset, Boot Maker 
June liat3 Off Ree, Salisbury 

EASTER, HENRY ROBERT, Haddiscoe, Norfolk, Coal 
Dealer JuneSat1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

EVENDEN, GEORGE, Derby, Licensed Victualler June 
7Zat3 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Fitcu, SAMUEL RICHARD, Church st, Stoke Newing- 
ton, Confectioner June7 at 11 No. 16 Room, 3) 
& 31, St Swithin's lane 

FLETLEY, Mary, Knaresborough, Yorks, Provision 
Desler Junei13at12 28, Stonegate, York 

FRoGGATT, JAMES, THOMAS FROGGATT, and GEORGE 
FroGGATT, Newtown, Cheshire, Candlewick 
Spinners June 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, County 
chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

HALL, SAMUEL, Birmingham, Baker June 11 at 11 
25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hitt, Heyry HuMgE, Southampton, Shippiog Clerk 
June i4atii Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Hvuauss, WILLIAM, Hoylake. Cheshire, {fronmonger 
June 13 at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

JACKSON, JOHN DEF FORD, Southport, no_occupation 
June 13at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

KERRIDGE, WILLIAM, Waneford, Suffolk, Butcker 
June 8ati2 Off Rec, 4%, King st, Norwich 

K8YMER, JEREMIAH HOWABD, Norwich, General Shop 
Keeper June 8 atit Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 


wich 

LAND, WILLIAM fests, York, Clerk June 15 at 11 28, 
Stonegate, York 

LUND, GEORGE ROBERTS, Armley, Leeds, Coal Mer- 
chant Junei3at3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Lunp, THoMas ANTROBUS, Manchester, Licensed 
Victualler June7atii1 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

NETTLESHIP, ANNE, Sheffield, Dry saieer June 12 at 
11 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheifield 


borough, Devon, Farmer June 7 at 3 10, 

Atheneum terr, Plymouth 

Long Sutton, Lincs, Linendraper 
June 7 at 12.30 Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yd 

Pu1Ltirs, MARY, Treginnon, Llanrian, Pembroke- 
sbire, Farmer June 11 at 11 Castle Hotel 
Haverfordwest 

SADLER, SAMUEL, Dudley, formerly Grocer June 7 
at10 Off Rec. Dudley 

SAWYER, MARE, Northiivet, Kent, Grocer June 12 
at 11.30 Otf Rec, High st, Rochester 


JuneSatii Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 

STEARS, FREDERICK, London rd, Forest Hiil, Draper 
June 1i2at3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

TASKER, HARRIETT, GyY armouth, Corn Factor June 
Sat 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

THWAITES, JOHN MITCHELL, Carlisle, Innkeeper 
June 11 at 12,30 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlis‘e 

TimMs, CHARL¥s, Newport, “Mon, Greengrocer June 
8ati2 Off Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 

WALTERS, THOMAS, Fenton, Staffs, Grocer June 14 
at10 Off Rec, Newcastie under Lyme 

WILEINSON, ROBERT CARNE, St Thomas, Devon, J P 
June 8atiil The Castle, Exeter 

WILKINSON. WILLIAM PLAYTERS, Excter, — Mer- 
chant June8atil The Castle, Exete: 

Woop, Henry, Tunbridge Wells, Grocer "J une § at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Woop, WILLIAM JOHN, ‘Birmingham, Salesman June 

12at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Yates, JAMES WILLIAM, Shefiield, Coal zr June 

isat 3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shettield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AsH, NATHANIEL, Nottingham, ty gu Dealer 
Nottiogham Pet May 28 Ord May 


An, GORGE, Hartlebury, Worcs ) —— 
Kidderminster Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
| BANKS, THOMAS ALEXANDEB, the younger, Newtown, 


Ma: 
pasrrs, H Hakrrrett, Gt Yarmouth, Ooms Factor Gt | 
oe Pet May 27 Ord May 


nr Andover, Hants, lnnkeeper Salisbury Pet 
May 23 Ord May 27 
BARRETT, WILUIAM, Halifax, Brass Founder Halifax 





Ord May 28 Ord May 28 


June 8, bit 


eex, nye, Catfield, Norfolk, Miller ‘Norwich 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
on ba eee HENEY, Holbeach, Lincs, Clothier 
sLynn Pet May 24 Ord May 29 
Bers, ISAIAH, Holbeach Drove, Lincs, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
ByYErs, WILLIAM, Doncaster, Joiner Sheffield Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 
Cray, ALFRED, Stockton on Mee Grocer Stockton 


Coomss, Henry, Plumstead, Kent, Builder Green- 
wich Pet April13 Ord May 

COWARD, Mote obo. Dorset, Bootmaker 
Salisbury Pet May 25 Ord May 27 

Cox, GEORGE, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Proprietor of 
a Repository = Horses HighCourt Pet March 
18 Ord Ma 

CurTrToo, JoHNT OaeAs, Godmanchester, Hunts, Com- 
_ Agent Peterborough Pet May 24 Ord 

ay 29 

Davigs, WILLIAM, Beaufort, Brecknock, Draper 
Tredegar Pet Mayi17 Ord May 27 

DRYDEN, ROBERT, Newcastle on Tyne, Timber Mer- 
7 Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 11 Ord 

27 

Eusran, HeEnrRyY ROBERT, Haddiscoe, Norfolk, Coal 
Dealer Gt Yarmouth Pet May 24 Ord May 25 

EVENDEN, GEORGE, pate, Ldssuaed Victualler 
Derby Pet May 23 Ord May 27 

FiGGURES, JOHN ERNEST, Luton, Beds, Soenmnanetel 
Traveller Luton Pet May i4 Ord May 

GARNIsSs, THOMAS JAMES. North ay a Bath, Gent 
Yeovil Pet March 26 Ord May 

Gitpy, WILLIAM, ae Beds, {i Luton 
Pet May 25 Ord May 

HADLEY, TIMOTHY, ered st, Soho, Cheesemonger 
High Court Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Irwin, Davip, Manchester, Remeageet } Peeper 
Manchester Pet April13 Ord M == 

JACKSON, GEORGE HENRY, Burton on Trent, Painter 
Burton on Trent Pet May8 Ord May %5 

JONES, RICHARD, Askew rd, Shepherd's Bush, Iron- 
monger High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 28 

KNIGHT, SAMUEL, Battersea rise, Builder Wands- 
worth Pet April25 Ord May 27 

LANCASTER, WILLIAM, Ardwick, Manchester, China 
Dealer Manchester Pet May 25 Ord May 28 

Last, JosHua, Nayland, Soe, Baker Colchester 
Pet May 28 Ord May 

MALLIN, JOSEPH, in a Licensed Victualler 
Birmingham Pet May 22 Ord May 29 

MARSHALL, JOHN WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, 
— Kingston upon "Hull Pet May 27 Ord 

a 

Morais, REUBEN, Chicksand st, Fipeeod, Baker 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord } May 23 

Morris, Topit, Fieldgate st, Whitechapel, Baker 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord Ma 

PEARCY, SARAH ANN, Stockton on a. Licensed 
ay yaa Stockton on Tees Pet May 28 Ord 


May 
PIRIE, 5 jon, Eastcheap, Scotch Factor High Court 
Pet May 2 Ord May 27 
Ropinson, THomMAs HuGH Smytu, Padiham, Lancs, 
ae Victualler Burnley Pet May 25 Ord 
ay 2 
ROWE, CHARLES, Middlesborough, Common Lodging 
House Keeper Middlesborough Pet May 2/ 
Ord May 27 
SABBARTON, THOMAS, Arcola st, Shacklewell, Antique 
bine Carver High Court Pet May 28 Ord 
ay 2 
SAWYER, MARK, Bortetont, Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet May 29 Ord May 
SKIPPER, EDWARD, aoe, —_ Salesman, Leices- 
ter Pet May 27 Ord May 
Smiru, C GRANT, Cursitor - 4 _ ee lane, Club 
—— “High Court Pet March 6 Ord 
ay 27 
STANBRIDGE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Dantzic cottages, 
7 nay ae Draper Barnet Pet May 16 rd 
ay 27 
SuGars, ADELAIDE, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, 
Butcher St Albans Pet May 2: Ord May 27 
TASKER, HAREIRTT, Gt Yarmouth, Corn Factor Gt 
Yarmouth Pet May 27 Ord May 29 
Timms, CHARLES, Newport, Mon, Greengrocer 
Newport, Mon Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Wass HOMAS SMITH, Kingswood, nr Bristol. Car- 
riage Trimmer Bristol Pet May18 Ord May 28 
WALTERS, THOMAS, Fenton, Staffs, Grocer Stoke 
upon Trent Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
WILK UNSON, HERBERT, and HENRY. FIELD CRISP, 
Barbican, Eating house Keepers High Court 
Pet May 20 Ord May 28 
WIL EINsom, ROBERT CARNE, St Thomas, Devon, J.P 
Exeter Pet May2 Ord May 27 
WILKINSON, WILLIAM PLAYTERS, Exeter, Wine 
Merchant Excter Pet May2 Ord May 27 
WInbDsor, WALTER, om, Labourer Leste Pet 
May 28 Ord May 28 
WROE, MaRIA ANNE, Leeds, formerly Confectioner 
Leeds Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


The following smended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 24. 
JAMES, DAVID, rem Cardi a Tanner COar- 

marthen Pet y20 Ord 


London Gagette.—TUESDAY, June 4. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BATE, JOHN JAMES, Everton, Liverpool, Buildin 
pane Dealer Liverpool Pet May 31 Or 


May 3 
Bupronb, Mant Jann, St John’s, ry cpenoten, LAngunet 
Victualler Worcester Pet May 30 Ord Ma 
BIDDLE, DANIKL, Oxford, Furniture Dealer O Lad 
Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
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‘= 
BincHaM, CHARLES WILLIAM, and EpWArD Mar- Commission Agent June 21 at12 County Court, | Brram, BenJamor Oyzwron, Bi Birmiagham. 
T St John’s terr, Fulham, Confectioners Lag pe v Merchant Court Pet ‘Aprils Ord nes 
Hig Pet Pet May ot Ord May 31 EWHUBST, JAMES, Blackburn, Shoe Maker July 16 | Boost, Epwin, Gt aby. Fishenuan Gt Grimsby 
BINGLey, J. Merchant Leeds Pet at 1.30 County Court Dre Howe, B lackburn Pet June 1 
Junet Ord Junei FLETCHER, WILLIAM, Der der June 13 at 2.30 —_ asreme late of Ford Wiveliscombe, Somer- 
Boost, EpwIin, Gt Gepmehy, Fisherman Gt Grimsby St James’s Hotel, Dope? Taunton ay10 Ord May 29 
Pet Junei Ord Jun veapumea, Pama Purr, Merton rd, Kensington, Horse a1 WILLIAM, Bri ret m ons, Vic- 
CHALLAND, JOHN Henny, Colwick, Notts, Auctioneer Dealer’s Salesman June 14 at 12 33, Oarey st, toria st High Court PetJan3 Ord 
Nottingham Pet May 31 Ord May 31 Lincoln’s inn Davies, THOMAS. Blaina, wad Innkeeper 
— > Te Blaina, Mon, eeper Tredegar | GOWLER, ALBERT HENRY, crescent, Kil- Pet June1 Ord June 
Pet June1 Ord June 1 burn, Jeweller’s Traveller June if at i 83, | Fagor, Faxperic Wrisan, & St Stephen's chmbrs, 
peunine a James, Orchard Portman ae Carey st, Lincoln’s ion fields Moorgate st, Stock Broker High Oourt Pet Feb 
sterer HighCourt Pet “Mey 31 Ord RANDIDGE, IsRAEL late of Bury, Painter June 12 18 Ord May 29 
Farrow, THomas, King’s Lynn, Bookseller "King" 8 at it "i, Wood st, im 


Lynn Pet Ma - ‘— ay 3 
FitcH, WILLIAM, tos, Dpton park, Furniture 
Dealer High Court Pet 31 Ord May 31 
FLETCHER, WILLIAM, am A Builder Derby Pet 


a 81_Ord May 3 
EDMUND ~ West Hiessostend, 
ap uilder High ¢ Court Pet May 15 Ord May 3t 
ae ARTHUR JAMES DILLON, Euston rd, Ship- 
ping Agent High Court Pet May 31 Ord 
ay 8 


GOODMAN, WILLIAM J. West Levtocten, wie, 
i Victualler B Bath Pet May 30 
a 
Gnanpepgs, IgRakL, late of Bury, Painter Bolton 
Pet May 20 Ord Ma 


ay iy 30 
GRANT, JOHN C.,, 86 — 8 st, Hy Mall, Journalist 
Blea s Court Pet M fay 11 Ord May 81 
Guus, wiateaes, ion, © chfield, Baker Walsall Pet 
ay rd 
Hitt, _HENRY, Mey sHereficld. Motions Maker 
———_ Pet May 30 Ord May 
HINDE, FRANCIS Ry Craven st, Strand, retired 
Colonel High Court Pet April 16 Ord May 31 
i. JouHN THOMAS, Bradford, Plumber Brad- 
L alan Cee : oe 4 = Manufact 
mM. HABLES, Pena’ ‘an urer 
of Knit tted Garments Cardiff Pet May 29 Ord 
ay * 


JAMES, New Swindon, ee, Ironmonger 
Swindon Pet May 31 Ord May 
LUXMOORE, WILLIAM JOHN, Hereford ot Pevovster, 
late Capt in 7th aaepeee Guards High Court 


Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 

MACKENZIE, THEODO * of piettecant High 
Court Pet Feb14 Ord May 

MARSHALL, EDWARD nt — hy iteen. Lincs, late 
Ge a3 Great Grimsby Pet May 16 Ord 


MoQuets ® Guoncn WILEINSON, Foteghones bldgs 
Soukbesinnr High Court Pet May 27 Ord 


— ay 30 

MULLINGS, SAMUEL EDWARD, roe Was a0 Sussex, 
Surgeon Croydon Pet May 29 

——, JOHN MORTIMER, Cullercoats, Restiaasber- 

yeaa” NewcastleonTyne Pet May 23 





PADGETT, Se, Baddereidé, Roller Coverer 
Huddersfield Pet Ma: Ord May 31 

PICKARD, RED BERRY, aeunten, Grocer Leicester 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Situ, Robert, and JoHN BARNES, Bermondsey sq, 
Desrnondeey, Builders High Court Pet May 16 

r 

SPRULES, “count GEORGE, hei py iy ate 
Builder High Court Pet May 31 Ord i. 

STANWELL, WILLIAM HENRY, — ow -y 
Shoemaker Boston Pet May 30 Ord Ma 

TURNER, — the Paverent, om, 
High Court Pet May14 Ord May 

Watson, ROBERT. a a Gent Ceetnbuny Pet 
May 15 Ord May 

WHITTLE, JOHN, Preston, Clothier Preston Pet 
May 22 Ord May 31 


RECEIVING ORDER RESOINDED. 


CARROLL, Bepitta, St iene, ¢ penteetiener Liver- 
pool Rec Marchi13 Resco May 31 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AsH, NATHANIEL, Nottingham, Provision _Dea'er 
June 13 at 11 Off Rec, 1,High pavement, Notting- 


ham 

Austin, EDWARD HENRY, Shepton 4 Somerset, 
Grocer June 19 at 12,30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Corn st, Bristol 

BAKER, THoMaS WALTER. Sidcup, samt, Grocer 
June 12at12 Off Rec, os st, Rocheste 

BEDFORD, Mary JANE, St John’s, Worcester, 
Licensed A meeel June 14 at 11 Off Rec, 


Worces' 

Batts, GEORGE Henry, Holbeach, Lincs, mead 
June 14at 2.30 Off Rec, 8, King Bt, Norwich 

Betts, IsataHw, Holbeach Drove, oo, Farmer 

3 June a 10 Bo) 9. * yan Dri 

RADLEY, FREDERICK, esbury, Engine ver 

June 19 at 10.45 Uff Rec, Walsall 

BRADLEY, GEORGE TENNANT, Guiseley, jo Joiner 
June 13at4 Off Bec, 22, Park row. Leed 

BRucs, ALFRED, Jateof Wiveliscombe, Somerset,Gent 
June 12at1i Off Rec, 5b, Hammett st, Taunton 

Bucksy, JOHN BENNIE, Carrin m, Nottingham, 
Solicitor June 12 at 12 Off 1, High pave- 
ment, Nottingham 

BULLOocK, J OSEPE, and ABRAHAM WOODIWISS, Sonth 
end, Essex, Puildera June 11 at 10.45 Shirehal 
Chelmsford 

CARVILLE, THomas AnBoTtT, Southborough, nr Tun- 
bridge Wells, Journeyman Butcher June 11 at 2 
Spencer & Reeves, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge 


Cavg, GLADWIN OLovas, Hart st, Bloomsbury, cf no 
occupation June 14 at 11 Bankruptcy bldngs, 

ovens ‘Ie st, Lincoln’s ian fields 
HN THOMaS, Godmanchester, Hunts, 


oaher 


PHER FRANCIS, Liverpool. Iospector 
ot Schools June 18 at 2 “Ott Rec. 85, Victoria st, 


sor Suet Bua Bonintoes, J Essex, Tailor June 11 at 
adem, —y June 


= at3 uve Rapiss 
Last, JOSHU. eyland, Suffol Suftale A. 3 15 at 
10.30. 
ye Tuomas, BENJAMIN LEWIS, and 
Sor onN LEWIS, ‘Neath, Gia “ee. Auctioneers June 12 
at 12.30 Castle Hotel, Neath 


Lion, MICHEL, lane, Bish te, Boot 
une i2at 11 Bankruptoy’ bldgs, 

Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
LOWICE, , Montpelier, Bristol, = 


THOMAS, 
on Agent June i0at 1 Off Rec, Bank chbrs. 


iC OHARLES, Ballater rd, Stone 
in the G @ 0 June 12 at 2.30 Ban 
st, Lincoln’s ian fields 
eath, Kent, Widow June 13 
at 11.30 On Rec, High st, Rochester 
NANCE, JOHN MORTIMER, Cullercoats, Northumber- 
land, ae R une - at10.30. Off Rec, Pink 
1 Newcas' 
NEAL, OMAS, 


Laveen, | 
Gor i 


Greshass. House, Old Broad sst, 
to Public Companies June 13 at 12.30 
33, Carey - Lincoln’s inn 
PapGceTt, Davin, Huddersfield, Roller Ooverer 
June 14 at 11 Heiss & Son, solors, Huddersfield 
Inson, G E, A _— ye » Tepeneens Agent 
P June iat 1 ’33, Oa: at, Lingoln's inn ee 
EARKS, RICHARD, sen, eld, King’s Norton, 
Lang late Farmer Jane 14 at 11 25, Colmore 
row 
PICKARD, auzeep BERRY, Leicester, Grocer June 
18at3 Off Rec, 28, Briar ane, Led Leicester 
PICKWORTH. Wineam JOHN, Plaistow, Essex, School 
Board Teacher Yano 1 13 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 


PIRIE, JOHN, Eastcheap, Scotch Factor June 12 at 
1s 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
REICHFELD, JOSEPH, Wellington st, Strand, Mer- 
— June 14 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
acoln’s 
Dees, Tuomas Hue Saira, Padiham, Lancs, 
J aeige! Victualler June 27 at 2 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
eure "EDWARD. , Leicester, Fish Syegaes June 
18 at 12.90 Off Rec, 28 Friar lane, Leicester 
Smiru, O GRANT, Oursito: st, fn lane, Club 
Proprietor June 12 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


| seus, Motiagk am, Lace Maker Jone 12 at 
Off ote pavement, Notting! 
Granta, HENRY WILLI Ampthill 
r June 14 at 12 
coln’s inn 
SPENCER, ARTHUR, and ed Spencer, Sheffield, 
Soe, sans 14 at 2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
STANBRIDGE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Dantzic cottages, 
Finchley, Lraper oe = at 11 No 16 Room, 
30 and 31, St Swithbin’ 
TAYLOR, FREDERICK, sep me. Quick’s rd, Wimble- 
on, Builder June 13 at 12 No 16 Room, 30 and 
31, St Swithin’s lane 





sq, _ —_ 
uptcy bidgs, Lin- 








TAYLOR, JAMES GEORGE ELLIFF, sep estate, Quick’s 
rd, Wimbl ion, Builder June 13 at 12 No 16 
Roo and 31, 8t Swithin’s lane 


TAYLOR, sues GEORGE ELLIFF, aud FREDERICK 

TaYLor, Quick’s rd, Wimbledon, Builders June 

r 13 at 5 J No 6 room ant a st a 8 lane 

'HOMAS, LEWIS, coneed ictualler 
June 12 at12 Castle Hotel, Nea‘ 


TRUDGETT, JOSEPH, Westbourne, ,— Grocer 
o June 12 at 2 Dolphin Hotel, Ch Chichest chester 
JLLIAMS, WILLIAM, ops 
Farmer June il at it Ont Roe oe 6B, Meee 


~~" 

Wares, ©. ALTER, Leeds, Labourer June 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Woo..atTt, JoHN, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer 
non Ln 12 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Not- 

Waoz, MARIA ANNE, Leeds, fpemesty Confectioner 
June 14 a 11 Off Rec, 22, Par 

Least Clifton, Bristol Painter “Ju J - 19 at 

chmbrs, Corn st, B: 


at 40 following amended notice is worl for 
that published in the London Gazette of May 28. 


Lomas, MOSEs. Yorks, Innkeeper June 11 at 
12,30 Or hee York ; 


ADJUDICATIONS,. 


ABRAHAMS, ABRAHAM, Bedf 
Court Pet 


BakER, THOMAS Si 
Rochester Pet April stdoup, 31 

BEDFORD, MARY JANe StJohn’s, Worcester, Li 
Victualler. Worcester Pet May 30 Ord May 30 





met PT Cloth Merchant Leeds 


Frrog, WILLIAM, terrace, Upton Park, Furni- 
gure Dealer Dae: Hoten Coase Pot May 31 Ord 
FLBTLny, Mary, K ih, Yorks, Provision 
G ork 1 - | Ay 7 ate; 
TBBO B as 
~y ‘Agent High Court Pet May 31 


81 
GoopmMan, WILLIAM Jann, WY West Lavington. Wil 
Licensed Victualler Ord 


30 
Gaame Ae THOMAS, ONESIMUS WILLIAM GRANT, 
Mary WILLIAMS Grant, Little Queen st, 
Hotbors, Mbp my Dealers’ High Court Pes 
Gusst, Meter y wt, Lichfeld, Baker Walsall Pet 
May 31 we 


ms 1 "Te Draper 
S bors Ret, 36, Ord June : 
ia sean te 'HOMAS exer TuRN- 


PENNY, Watilug st, ye ky Warehousemen High 
Court, Pe Sea gy '~ yt 
Harzis, 8 UIs, Red > Bes ‘bican, 
pay 9 Clothier High Gourt et May 10 
anni, ‘Tiros, Rotherhithe | st, Rothorhith 
“Packing — High Oourt Pet May 1 


Ord 
Jonson, TOmm THO Bradford, Plumber Brad- 
ord Pe c May 31 Ord June 1 a, 
Leeann CHARLES, Penarth, Glamorganshire, 
Menatacteres of Knitted Garments Cardiff Pet 


Ord May 
pratt Chichester, Tailor Brighton Pet 


Longa, 
voy, Ord May 30 
same, ae 7 7paen, lronmonger Swindon 
ars Ord 
McOLEan, 





een WILANGOx, Tokenhouse bidags, 
Stockbroker High Court’ Pet May 27 Ord 


une 1 
MILLER, WILLIAM THO: W 
Town, Cyeaneeter ker 


og & Ord 
RoBsRt BRIGHTMORE, Seema, 
Journglist Shettield Pet “April 10 Ord nee 3 
MorGAaN, PHILIP, —= S Rs. WRiGarT, 
nnn Man fanutaoturing’ Cont tioners York Put 
NADIN, Brass, nya r= Cabinet Maker Chester- 
field Pet May 13 Ord May 30 


mews, Kentish 
h Court Pet 


Nancs, JOHN Mortimer, Oullercoats, Northu nber- 
nome be Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 

Oo ATEIN my Beadices,. Wheelwright 
“Breatord’ Pet May 14” Ord J 


PapGETT, DAVID, Adersfield f Holler Coverer 
Huddersfield Pet May 31 Ord y A 


ERICK, 
voor Hasrury, Bradford, foe Manutact 
anufacturer 
Bradford Pet kay 13 0. 


ei 
Rest, MaRK, Bicester 8 Had, Oxon, late Inn- 
moopes Oxford B Pet ue, 7 29 
Rosson, HERB: 


ILLIAM, 
Luton Pet t May 20 Ord May 31 
SEAWARD, LaBAN, and HENBY SEAWARD, Alvestord, 
— Winchester Pet March25 O 
8 JOHN, Wroth Kent, Grocer Tunbridge 
ae Pet May 3 Ord May 30 
Sear Roeeet fnono fay'31 Ord ay Si 
“ Ng Ord — 
TURNER, lizNRY, othe Pa eras ‘Glapham, utcher 
wAigh Court Pet May 14 
WHITSWRIGHT, ROBERT HENDERSON, one WILLIAM 
BROWN, lane, Wholesale [Lea Merchants 
Pet May 20 Ona Say 31 
WHITTLE, JoHN, Preston, Olothier Preston Pet 
22 Ord Junei 
Youne, tae THOMAS, Bristol, Painter Bristol Pet May 
une 
pn ANNULLED. 
G Epwin, Munsley, Herefordshire, Farmer 
Worcester "Adjud March 29, 197 Antul May 37 


JENNER, — 2 Wenvee, near Cardiff, 
Oardiff Adjud July 3,168 Annul May 1 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


12.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIs, 
ey George Hotel, Winchester, ieeohotd Beat 
dential Sites (see advertisement. June 1, p, 2). 
June wee Robert Trpzy & Son, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 1, Leasehold Investments (see advertise: 
ment, June 1, p. 11). 
June 13.—Messrs, DANIEL —. & Son, at the 
., at 2, Freehold Land and Properties (see 





| Mart, EO 


advertisement, June 1, p. on 
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June 13.—Mesars. E. & F. SwArnz, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 1. — Mansion (see advertisement, June 1, 
p. 11). 


June 14.— Messrs. NorTon, TRrist, & GILBERT, at the 
Mart, E.O., at 2, Freehold and Leasehol Properties 
(see advertisement, June 1, p. 10). 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 

The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ JOURNAL is 


~—Town, 268.; Country, 283.; with the 





| NEw ORDERS, &C, «+ 


WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance | 


include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 


CONTENTS. 


CURRENT TOPIOS .cccccscce cocsccccsccce -coccesece B01 
A MEASURE FOR EMBARRASSING AND INCREASING 
THE COSTS OF THE TRANSFER OF LAND «oe---ee 
RETURN OF DEPOSIT UPON A VENDOR AND PUB- 
CHASER SUMMONS .-+++e-seeeeseesererseeesseseses 504 | 
CORRESPONDENCE -csccesccccess coc steseesecccesees B05 
ee eee Ceeeee eee 509 
soos 510 
eooe S11 
LEGAL NEWS .ccecccece ce coco Bil | 
CIN Sid soccdavdonssenmi voces -sseccencees BEN 
WINDING-UP NOTICES..+sccee coo 512 | 
CREDITORS’ NOTIOES.oscecccvcscees cocceseces eros BIS 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES ..ccocsccoscceseceverccercccce 514 


eeeerereeereceee 


seeee sees secee 





All letters intended for publication in the| 


EQUIRED to PURCHASE a BUSINESS 
producing not less than oe annum net 
profits ; bonus, £2,000 to anyene in’ ucing business 
acceptable.—Address, WOOLLETT & RAYNER, 7, Red 
Lion-square, London, W.C. 





RREQUIBED, on Mortgage of Large Block 


of Buildings, let at weekly rents. producing 
£208 per annum, £1,200 at 5 per cent.—H. W. - 
TRESS, 22, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


GENTLEMAN Residing in a Good 

House at Ealing is desirous of Receiving a 
Young Gentleman as a Boarder (non-smoker pre- 
ferred); healthy and pleasant suburb; close to 
station; very easy of access to City, South or West 
London ; erences given and required.—Address, 
8 , 65, Cornwall-road, Bayswater, W. 


iy you want Money without Fees—amounts 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
4 CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
street. 


NTEMPERANOE.—Lady Patients suffer- 


ing from Intemperance or from the excessive 
use of Drugs provided for with every —— = 











“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated | security; separate and atrangemen 
| mad —Apply to the SECRE- 


‘ for M f classes. 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. | by the name of the writer. TABY, St. Raphael’s, Woodside, Croydon. 


THELAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED, 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. | PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


TRUSTEES : 














The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 


The Hon. BARON POL K. 
¢ Hon Be The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 


The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 
OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behalf of Olerks, Cashiers, 1V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c, The Society acts as Trustee 
pein, = qunee; ae ponds ls Pe a See ‘tcy, ae for Pobentare and other Logms. aii ka hoatnetinet Geant 
rs and Receivers un vernmen — EESHIP. e Society prepared appo' 
appointments, where require | oa errs Ane lias ” either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. 
LUN. (See special Prospectus.) 
e 


and 
A ACY MITTEES’ BONDS 
1s VI.—TITLE GUARANTEE against defect in sam: 





d 
3 ADMINISTRATION BONDS ontored inte ct moderate rate 

le te: moderate rates. 8 
Il.—ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted, |  VIL—CONTRACTS GUARANTEED as to due performance. 
THOS. R. RONALD. 


III.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 
For further particulars apply to the General Manager and ey! 
HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. City OFFICE!: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry,!E.C. Branca Orricns—Manchester : 51, King-strees; 
Liverpool: 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 
(INSTITUTED 1858.) 











THE TWENTY=NINTH ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT THE 


HOTEL METROPOLE, LONDON, 


On THURSDAY, the 27th of JUNE, 7888, at Seven o'clock p.m. precisely. 


Sir ARNOLD WILLIAM WHITE in the Chair. 


List of Stewards, who will be glad to receive Subscriptions and Donations for announcement at the Festival :— 
Wu Aten, Esq., Leek. H. E, Grrpsiz, Eeq., London. | R. Pgnnncton, Esq., London. 
Cuantzs Tuos. Annotp, Eeq., London. H. ©. J. Groves, Esq., London. Ricup. Prococx, Eeq., Woolwich. 
O. Myitnz Barxer, Eeqg., London. Samvuzt Harris, Esq , Leicester. Tuomas J. Prrrretp, Esq., London. 
Wim G. Bzxt, ‘« * London. Epwin Hepcsr, Esq., London. Henry Roscoz, Eeq., London. 
Frevx. Joun Buaxz, Esq., London. Tuos. J. Hoorgr, Esq., Biggleswade. J. AnpERson Ross, Eeq., London. 
Wa. Frank Buianvy, Esq., Reading. F. H. Janson, Esq., Tint T. Sxewes-Cox, Esq., London. 
Henry P. Bowuinc, Eeq., London. Joun Hy. Kays, Esq., London. Sronzy Surru, Esq., London. 
H. Monrrzn Corron, Eeq., London. GrinnaM Kazgn, Esq., London. Wu. Henny SrarLaRp, Esq., London. 
T. H. Drvonsums, Esq., London. N. T. Lawrences, ie -» London. Epwin T. Tapman, Esq., London. 
GrantHamM R. Dopp, Eeq., London. Joun Lewis, Esq., W. . Joun Tarry, Esq., London. 
Lewis Emanvet, Esq., London. C. B. Marczrrs, Eeq., Huntingdon. R. W. Twsepviz, Eeq., London. 
W. F. Frapcarz, Eeq., London. | Freperick Morcan, Eeq., London. R. Watt Watt, Esq., London. 
Henry J. Francis, Esq., London. 
Artuur R. Girimay, Eeq., London, | 





W. Metmorn Watters, Esq., London. 
E. Mixson Wave.u, Esq , Halifax. 
Harry Woopwarp, ‘Esq., London. 


G. Carter Morrison, Eeq., Reigate. 
Joun Nanson, Esq., Carlisle. 


Joun E. T. Grauam, Eeq., Scarboro’. Sir Tuomas Parnz, London. 


G. Burrow Grecory, Eeq., London. 
The Secretary will be happy to hear from gentlemen who may desire to add their names to the above list of Stewards. 
Early application for Dinner Tickets (25s, each), which may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the offices of the Association, will oblige. 
9, Currrorp’s Inn, Lonvon, E.C, JAMES THOMAS SOOTT, Seoretary. 











